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Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments 2000 - 2001
Summary
Despite turbulent economic conditions in the state's agricultural sector, Nebraska's agricultural
land values and cash rent levels remain on a generally stable course. ln the February 2001 INL
Nebraska Farm Real Estate Developments Survey, the all-land average of $709 per acre was up
i.5 percent from year-earlier levels. Together with all-land average changes of the previous two
years, the 2001 ievel is essentially unchanged from early 1998 value ievels.
While the overall value level has been steady, the "choppiness of economic waters" is reflected
in modest value movements in both directions across various land tlpes and regions of the state.
As expected, the state's cropland classes experienced reiatively small value changes 
- 
a clear
reflection of persistently low crop prices and income shortfalls buffered in part by major dollar
transfusions from federal farm commodity programs. Had it not been for the latter, cropland
values, in all likelihood, would have moved downward significantly.
ln contrast, a profitable cattle economy helped to fuel some value increases of 4 to 6 percent for
the grazing and forage land classes. This strength was particularly evident in the major range
areas of the state where livestock represents a significant component of the agricultural economy.
ln many areas of the state, the 2001 values for these land classes represent historical highs - quite
different from the various cropland classes where historical value highs were recorded 20 years
previously.
According to tlil- reporters, major factors contributing upward strength to agriculrural land
values in early 200i rvere: purchases for fann expansion; "1031" tax exchanges; non-farmer
investor interest; and federal farm program polic1'. Major factors dampering the market and
contributing to downward pressures on values, according to LNL survey reporters, were:
properfy taxes and current crop prices.
Based on actual sales occurring during the year 2000, active farmers accounted for 75 percent of
the purchases of agricultural parcels; the vast majority being for expanding the acreage base of
existing operations. In contrast, active farmers only represented a small portion of the seller side
of the market in 2000.
Similar to recent years, nearly half of the sales in the year 2000 were cash purchases with no debt
financing involved 
- 
despite the fact that the dollar value of these acquisitions averaged more
than $200,000 per parcel in every region of the state.
The general steadiness of values over recent months is reflected in the cash rental market as well.
For cropland classes, the 2001 per-acre cash rental rates are generally similar to those of the past
few years. Some modest movements, both upward and downward, can be observed without a
discernible directional trend. Demand for cropland to cash rent remains strong and, therefore
2001 rents were not negotiated downward, despite the fact that tenants are facing higher input
costs and reduced federal farm program payments in 2001.
Demand for forage land remain strong in 2001, which has kept pasture rental rates at historical
highs.
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Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments 2000-2001
Introduction
Nebraska's agricultural land base is considerable, being comprised of more than 45 million acres
of iand in farms and ranches according to the most recent 1997 Census of Agriculture. Currently,
it's total estimated market value is more than $32 billion (See Appendix Table1). There is much
diversity to this base as one moves across the state, reflecting major differences in soils and
climatic features u,hich, in tum, affect agricultural productivity and the various non-agricultural
uses. The result is a virrual collage of hundreds of local agricultural land markets, each having
unique land value levels and market characteristics.
For the past 24 )'ears. the LTItrL Department of Agricultural Economics has been monitoring and
reporting on a*o:rculturai reai estate market conditions and trends across the dtate. In addition to
secondary data sources, it emplo1's an annual February 1" survey of a panel of nearly 150
reporters from across the state. The reporcers are real estate professionals, many of whom are
agriculrural appraisers and,or professional fann manasers. On the basis of their first-hand,
professional observations of land markets in their eeograpluc areas, a realistic perspective of
market conditions and trends can be obtarned.
Members of the reporter panel provide their "point-il-time" estrmates of market values for the
various classes of agricultural land in their respective localities. These estimates are then
aggregated into averages and ranges for each of the eight agriculrural statistics areas of the state.
For the land value estimates, these sub-state average values are then aggregated to the state 1evel
using an acreage weighting procedure to arrive at all-state estimates. These estimates provide
valuable measures of dollar and percentage changes over time as well as cross-sectional ana11'sis
of differences across the various land types and/or sub-state regions. The end result is a definitive
basis for understanding the general market pattems and trends in the state. The historical series
for values going back to 1978 xe included in the appendix of this report.
The reporter panel also provides detailed information on actual representative sales of
agricultural land which have occurred over the previous i2 months. On the basis of this detail of
actual transactions, reliable insight into the nature of market participation, financing, and sales
parcels can be gained.
As part of the annual survey process, the reporter panel members also provide detailed
information on area cash rental rates for the various classes of agricultural land. ln any given
year, more than 40 percent of this state's agricultural land base is leased from owners by tenant
operators, with nearly half of the cropland and essentially all of the grazing land being leased on
a cash rent arrangement (the alternative is a crop or livestock share arrangement). As a
consequence, the level and trends of cash rental rates for agricultural land figure heavily into the
economy of the agricultural sector. Data provided by the reporter panel give important
perspective into current-year cash rent leveis as well as the relationship of rental rate levels to the
associated value of the land. The historical pattern of cash rents going back to 1981 are also
included in the appendix.
i
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Land Value Trends Over The Past Ten Years
Before focusing upon the more recent trends in the agricuiturai land values, it is vaiuable to set
the context of a somewhat longer historical perspective. What has transpired over the past t0
years? As noted in Figure 1, the average value of Nebraska's agricultural land has risen in all but
one of those years. The annual increases have ranged from a modest 1 .1 percent for the year
ending February 1", 1999 to a high of 8.6 percent for the year ending February 1", 1998 (see
Appendix Table 4 for the complete value series). For the 10-,vear penod the total percentage
increase for the state all-land nominal average value was 39.0 percent. u.hich represents an
annual compound average rate of increase of 3.37 percent. Hou'ever. after adjusting for general
inflation, the real (purchasing power) increase over the 1O-year penod is about 17 percent,
averaging 1.50 percent annually (see Appendix Table 3 for the nominal and deflated land value
series).
It is also interesting to note from
Appendix Table 3 that the February i",
2001 average all-land nominal value is 95
percent of the previous h^rstorical high set
20 years earlier in i 9S 1: u.hile in real
value terms, the l[tOi value is just 50
percent of the histoicai hrgh set in 1981.
It is apparent from these lonqer-run trends
that the market tbr agriculrwal real estate
has exhibited relativelr. stable value
conditions for some time- g'ith annual
value changes often berng far less than
recent daily changes in the major U.S.
stock market indices. Particularly over the
past three years. the vaiue movements
have been relative,r'muted: *'ith the
February 1" 2001 a1l-lard average for the
state being essentiall]'identical to the
level recorded in earil' 1998. \ hile some
differences in percentage change over this
time period can be observed across the basic land classes as well as areas of the state. the changes
have tended to be rather marginal in both directions.
This relative stability of agricultural land values ironically may well be the most significant story
about the market, primarily because this stability has occurred during a period of extremely
stressful economic conditions within the agricultural sector. Chronically-1o*' crop commodity
prices, surging costs of key production inputs, weather-stressed yield short-falls, turbulent
livestock cycles, politically-volatile farm program palments-these all have contributed to a
level of economic uncertainty of potentially unparalleled proportions for agricultural producers.
Net farm income levels the past few years have fallen far short of previous 10-year averages. Yet,
at this juncture, the agricultural land market has not factored this economic uncertainty into any
Figure 1: Nebraska Farmland Values: Annual
Percentage Change in the State, All-Land
Average Years Ending Feb. 1 ,1992-2001.
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discemible downward value movement. However, it remains to be seen how long current levels
are sustainable without any significant improvement in economic conditions in the agricultural
sector.
2001 Land Value Patterns and Trends
For the l2-month period ending February 1*, 2000, Nebraska's agricultural land values advanced
an average of 1.6 percent, with the state all-land average value being $709 per acre (Figure 3 and
Table 1). This modest overall adjustment suggests a rather steady course for the agricultural land
market. However, the choppiness of the "economic waters" is evident by some variations in the
value changes across the various land tlpes and sub-state areas.
Figure 2. Nebraska Agricultural Statistics Districts
Northwest
sL.t-
Figure 3. Average Value of Nebraska Farmland, February 1, 2001 and
Percent Change From a Year Earlier.
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Table 1. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different T)pes of Land by
icultural Statistics District, Feb. 1,2000 - Feb. 1,2001."
-----DollarsPerAcre
Dryland Cropland (No Inigation Potential)
Rptd. in 2001 319 403
Rptd, in 2000 331 400
oh Change -3.6 0.8
Dryland Cropland (lrrigation Potential)
Rptd. in 2001 409
Rptd, in 2000 418
o/o Change -2.2
Grazing Land (Tillable)
433 725 95,1
434 708 95E
-0.2 2.4 -0.r1
996 645
9't0 648
2.7 -0.4
572
546
4.8
981
957
2.5
500
492
1.6
52-1 
-i7816+ 588
ilg -1 .1
505 '750 291
471 731 256
7.2 2.6 r3.7
243
230
5.1
532 200
5 10 193
4.3 3.6
220 475 386
206 432 365
6.8 10.0 5.8
502 398
463 379
6.+ +. t
4s8 677 364
444 618 350
3.2 9.5 4.0
38r
358
6.4
1,256
t,220
3.0
670
581
15.3
1,493
1,464
2.0
1,807
1,800
0.4
1,729 2,273
1,754 2,279
-1.4 -0.3
1,602 2,420
1,5'79 2,424
1.5 -0.2
t,7 47
t -t1'7
0.6
179
478
0.2
1 ,843 1 ,'7 501,831 1,765
0.7 -0.8
1.898 1,459
1.E10 1,4s5
4.9 0.3
I .143
I .121
2.0
1,126
1.1 1:
l._1
1.23.1
r.r 87
4.0
'/60
,152
1.1
1,100
1,080
1.9
335
315
6.3
Rptd. in 2001
Rptd, in 2000
% Change
Grazing LanC (Nontillable)
Rptd. in 2001
Rptd, in 2000
% Change
Hayland
Rptd. in 200i
Rptd, in 2000
% Change
Gravity Inigated Cropiand
Rptd. in 2001
Rptd, in 2000
% Change
Center Pivot Irrigated Croplandb
Rptd. in 2001 742
Rptd, in 2000 750
% Change -1.1
AII Land Average'
Rptd. in 2001
Rptd, in 2000
171
173
-1.2
288
275
4.7
142
137
3.6
306
313
.l 1
900
90'7
-0.8
1,033
1,025
0.8
563
539
4.5
I ,715
1,696
1.1
! ,?o
1,325
-3.5
1 1<')
I lo')
-J.4
t.E 10
1..q56
-1.5
1.-1E
l.-95
-09
r.060
r.0i6
0.:1
965 1,653
981 1 ,609
-1.6 2.7
109
698
1.6
411
464
1.-i
854
842
1.4
274 312
276 299
-0.7 4.3
1,107
1,070
3.5% Chan
, SOURCE: 2000 and 2001 LINL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments sun'eys
b Vaiue of pivot not included in per acre value.
'Weighted averages.
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Rather large differences in percentage changes for the l2-month period were observed between the
cropland and the grazinglforage land classes. While the state's cropland classes showed relatively
small percentage changes over the year, the grazing and hayland classes advanced from 4.7 to 6.3
percent. The largest class in terms of acres (nontillable grazingland) rose 5.7 percent to a state-wide
historical high of $230 per acre. A relatively profitable cattle economy over the time period
undoubtably contributed to these value advances, particularly in the major range areas of the state
where livestock represents a significant component of the agricultural economy.
The 200i average values for nontillable grazing land represent historical highs in the North,
Northeast, Central, and Southeast Districts (see Appendix Table 4). In most cases, historical highs
occurred in the early 1980s, and have been approached only in the past few years. Likewise, 2001
value averages for hayiand represent historical highs in several ofthe districts, leading to the state
hayland value of $398 per acre also being an all-time high.
As for the various cropland classes of agricultural land, gravity irrigated cropland recorded a slight
decline in value at the state level for the year ending February i", 2001. Value declines for this ciass
of cropland were reported in five of the eight districts, although the decreases were relatively
marginal. Center pivot irrigated cropland values were essentially unchanged at the state level for this
time period; although here also slight declines occurred in five of the eight districts.
Dryland cropland (with no irrigation potential) rose just over one percent for the year at the state
level, with district changes being evenly split bet'ween slight increases and slight decreases. Drought
conditions over much of the state during the 2000 crop season curtailed dryland yrelds and probably'
contributed to a fairly anemic market for this tlpe of land. Dryland cropland which has irrigation
potential faired somewhat stronger for the year, particularly in areas where drought conditions ma1
have revived some interest in irrigation development.
From a regronai perspective, some geographic differences in vaiue changes did shou'up for the 1'ear.
The Northu'est District recorded some value decreases for ali but one of its land classes: u.hich led to
a slight decline in irs all-land ar.erage r.alue. In conrrasi. rhe \onh Distnct- tueled primarill'b-v-.
advances in its grazing and halland ciasses. shos'ed an ai1-iand averase increase of 4.3 percent for the
year. Of all the districts. the \ortheast erhibited the most consistent percentage gains across its
various land classes, averagi:rg 3.5 percenl o\-er aii. A relatir-el1'good crop year in that area of the
state, coupled with its livestock-based econorn\'. led to more broad-based upward value movements
across all the land classes.
For the year ending February 1", 2001. reporters to the llNL survey continued to be somewhat
surprised at the relative strength and stabiliq'of the state's agricultural land values. Given the reasons
discussed previously, most reporters were expecting to see definite softening of value levels during
the year. As one reporter stated, "it's enigmaticr a lot of producers are just hanging on, yet land values
have remained strong". But, as many other reporters pointed out as well, the major dollar infusions
from federal farm programs have clearly heiped to maintain land asset values in the face of many
negative economic forces.
During 2000, an estimated $1.4 billion of federal farm program payments were made to the state's
agricuitural producers and land owners. This amount represented three-fourths of the state's total net
farm income for the year. The resulting effect on the land market was probably two-fold. First, the
cash infusion strengthened the financial position of existing land owners, and significantiy reduced
E rlM
the amount of land that might otherwise have been forced onto the market under financial pressure.
Secondly, the federal cash payrnents for some program participants were considerable; thereby
providing some continual interest on the demand side of the market as well-particularly by producers
of the larger operations who continue to seek add-on parcels.
Agricultural Land Value Ranges For 2001
As part of the IINL survey each year, members of the reporter panel are asked to provide their
assessment of value ranges for the various land classes across quality gradients. In addition to the
average reported values discussed previously, they provide per-acre value estimates for both low
grade and high grade land in each ofthe respective land classes. These averages and ranges for 2001
are presented in Table 2. The historical series is presented in Appendix Table 5.
ln the survey process, panel members are asked to give their opinion of value differences using their
own interpretation of what constitutes high grade land and what constitutes lou' grade land. Given
their professional expertise, their perspective of value adjustments due to qualit-r'r'ariation should be
fairly representative of the market. Moreover, their opinions should be taken to mean quality variation
in the context of agricultural land being used for its most logical agricultural purposes. Those features
of agricultural parcels which may enhance value considerably but may have linle or no impact on its
value in agricultural use are not considered in these ranges.
The value ranges in Table 2 tend to underscore the extreme variations that exist in the state's
agricultural land base. From low grade grazingland at $105 per acre in the Northrvest District to high
grade center pivot land at $2,600 per acre (pivot not included) in the East District, the state has an
eclectic land endowment far beyond what is observed in most other states.
The degree of adjustment for agricultural quality tend to vary somewhat b1' class of land (Figure 4).
The reporter panel generally observed value premiums of high grade land being 15 to 20 percent for
dryland cropland and 20 to 25 percent for grazingand hayland. For irrigated cropland, the value
premium for higher quality was more in the 15 percent range.
On the low end of the quality scale, the observed percentage value discounts u'ere somewhat greater
than the premium side for the various cropland classes. For dryland cropland the observed discounts
tended to be in the 20 to 25 percent range; while for irrigated land the value discount for poorer
quality was more in the 25 to 30 percent range.
The above implies that agricultural productivity, and, hence, agricultural income potential, remain
important determinants of market value. Market participants are cognizant of these gradations of
quality and are bidding accordingly. In any given local market, the high grade end of a particular land
"lur. *uy have a per acre 
value as much as 50 percent higher than the lorv grade land in that class.
Type of Land
and Grade
Agricultural Statistics District
Table 2. Average Reported Value Per Acre of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types and Grades
of Land in Nebraska bv A icultural Statistics District, F 1,2001. "
- - - Dollars Per Acre
Dryland Cropland (No Irrigation Potential)
Average 3 19 403
High Grade 365 495
Low Grade 225 310
Dryland Cropland (Irngation Potential)
996 645
t,230 815
805 495
t,256 981
I,545 1,235
1.055 '140
Average
High Grade
Low Grade
Grazing Land (Tillable)
Average
High Grade
Low Grade
Crazing Land (Nontillable.l
Average
High Grade
Low Grade
Hayland
Average
High Grade
Low Grade
Gravity Irrigated Cropland
Average
High Grade
Low Grade
433 725
520 865
350 505
1,493
1,69s
r,095
291 524
350 655
230 395
6-0 505 750
::0 665 895
530 125 590
171 28S
200 325140 250
3& 450515 515330 310
t,778
r,930
1,200
954
1,150
680
1 )\A
1,350
835
t,126
I,345
745
1 ,810
2,005
1,265
409 500
480 600
335 385
563 458 67'/
695 550 875
465 360 565
306 38i
3',70 470255 310
578
690
445
479
535
340
200 353
235 450
165 2'70
475 386 532
590 460 700
365 3r5 420
142 220
160 290
105 t70
502
585
/ 1--+:)
572
635
465
1,807
2,0t5
1.395
1,279
1,415
985
Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland b
Average '7 42 965
High Grade 890 I ,160
Low Grade 565 690
900 r,033
1,020 1,265585 815
t,715 1,"729
1,865 2,035
1,3i0 1,215
r,653 1,602
1 ,925 1 ,910
t,295 1 ,1 00
) )'77
2,560
1,'760
2,420
2,600
1,815
|,152
1,285
820
1,843
, oRi
1,345
1,898
2,090
l,395
' SOURCE: 2001 LINL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey
b Value ofpivot not included in per acre value.
Figure 4. Typical Percentage Value Adjustments in
Price Per Acre for Quality Differences, By Tlpe of
Land, Nebraska,2001.
Low Grade Average Grade High Grade
. % Value Discount
I YPe of Land 
-30 -2s -20 -l5 .io -s
% Value Premium
5 10 'rs 20 25 30
Ory,land Cropland
(No lrrigation Potential)
Dryland Cropland
(lrrigation Potential
GBzng Land
(llllable)
Grazang Land
(Non-tillable)
Ha!4and
Center Pivol
Irrgated Cropland
Gravrty Irngated
Cropland
Source: 2001 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Maket Developrnents Survey.
Factors Impacting Recent
Agricultural Land Markets
Each year, tNL repofter panel
members are asked to rate the relative
influence of a varietl'of market forces
on the agricultural real estate market in
their area. Using a rating scaie from 1
(strongly negative) to 5 (srrongly
positive) with 3 being essentially no
impact upon land values. reporters gave
their opinions about i 8 drfferent
factors. Their responses in the 2001
survey are presented iri Figure 5.
For 12 of the 18 factors. the average
rank was greater than 3.0, meaning
these elements had a perceived upward
influence on agriculrurai iand values.
The remaining 6 were ranked below
3.0, which meant reporters saw these
as dampening current land values.
On the upward side, purchase for
farm expansion was ranked as the
most significant element, followed
closelyby"1031 tax exchanges and
non-farmer investor interest. All of
these factors represent continuing
interest on the demand side of market
despite the rather anemic agricultural
economy. The farm size expansion
and consolidation process in
production agriculture continues
unabated, meaning that there
continues to be potential buyers in
the local market looking for add-on
units. The tax-avoidance
opportunities associated with the
exchange provisions ofthe current
tax code tend to heighten buyer
interest among farmer and non-
farmer groups as well.
Figure 5. Reporters' Rating of Factors lntluencing
Agricultural Land Values in Theu.{reas of \ebraska,tto**'0"' 
,-oru, u. ,,ru 
=.u 
*,ouu
LSnd value lncrease
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Also ranked high on the upward side of the market was federal farm program policy, which reporters
from across the state saw as very significant in recent months. Many reporters commented that they
saw the farm program payments essentially providing a floor under the current agricultural land
market, without which cropland values would have surely declined significantly over the past year. In
essence, these paynnents have been capitalized into the current value of cropland.
Given the scheduled expiration of the current farm bill in2002, there is currently greater uncertainty
over the role of farm programs in the future. Even in 2001, the political potential of payrnent levels
being similar to those of the past few yea"rs appears remote. Never-the-1ess, reporters in early 2001 did
not see this future uncertainty dampening the market.
Several other factors \ /ere observed as having some upward influence upon agricultural land values in
early 2001, including a cluster of financial elements. Credit availability and favorable interest rates
along with financial strength of current owners all help to maintain land values-a pattem quite
different from that experienced in the 1980s.
As wouid be expected, current crop prices \^,as seen as one of the most dampening factors on current
land values. When per-bushel prices for the major crops do not cover the realistic costs of production
over an extended time period, the land market rvill tend to respond with lower bid levels.
Characteristics of Actual Sales During 2000
ln addition to providing benchmark assessment of market conditions as of the first of the year, the
IINL reporter panel is also asked to provide some detailed information on actual agricultural land
sales which have occurred in their area dwing the previous year. They are asked to provide this for
sales they deem as being arms-length and typical of sales for their locality. ln the Februar;'2001
survey, reporters provided information on 420 transactions which occurred dwing 2000. ln total, these
sales constituted nearly 153,000 acres of agricultural land sold in Nebraska during the year. Given the
fact that only three percent or less of the total land base is sold in any given year, this sample of 420
sales essentially represents more than 10 percent of all agricultural land sold during 200G-a sample of
sufficient size to provide a realistic perspective of the specific nature of the market and the
participants.
The physical and financial characteristics of the year 2000 transactions show considerable variation
across the state (Table 3). Average size of tract sold varied from 130 acres in the East District to more
than 1,600 acres in the North District. Correspondingly, the bulk of the land transferred in the eastern
region is cropland, much of which is irrigated; while pasture (grazing land) constitutes most of the
land transferred in the northern area. Regardless of area of the state, however, the vast majority of
transfers represent parcels rather than whole farms or complete ranches.
Even though it is a market of parcels, the dollar magnitude of the transactions is t1pically
considerable. During 2000, the average price of the tracts sold in the state was more than $280,000. In
every region, the average sale price exceeded $200,000.
Eir
Table 3. Land Characteristics of Agricultural Real Estate Transactions in 2000, by Agricultural
Statistics District in Nebraska.
Agricultural
Statistics District
Average Size
of Tract
Average Percent Distribution Average Price
Dry
Cropland
Irrigated
Cropland
Pasture Per Acre Per Tract
Northwest
North
Northeast
Central
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State
- Acres -
891
1,609
190
190
130
'757
160
212
364
:-0.000
5Si.300
:6S.-100
:Cr5.-100
: s s.-:10
,rCrS.l00
:i.l. i 00
:i9.5 00
- -- Percent - - - - - Dollars
12
5
55
10
44
15
l3
48
20
10
17
l6
31
48
10
68
28
21
78
78
29
59
8
75
l9
L*
59
303
365
1,412
1.081
l lte
40i
1.463
I ,))l
SOURCE: Based on 420 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2000 and reponed i- +.' rfr-t ML
Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey
In light of the dollar magnitude of the exchange, it is somewhat surprising to see that nearly half of
the transactions (46 percent) represent cash purchases where no borro\\'ed monev is involved (Table
4). Despite the dollar size of these transactions as well as the crurentl)' far orable credit conditions,
only 51 percent of the 2000-year transactions involved mortgage financing. This would tend to imply
that buyers in the market tlpically have considerable financial resources to make these purchases. In
some cases, these cash purchases occur via the "1031" tax exchanges \\-here a parcel is previously
sold and the cash proceeds reinvested in an agricultural land parcel to defer capital gain taxes. In other
instances, the cash purchases are those of outside investors diversifiing some of their existing
investment portfolio by purchasing for cash an agricultural parcel. Hou'er.er. many of the cash
purchases still are basically purchases by active farmer buyers for add-on purposes only and not
driven by tax or investrnent diversification reasons.
Table 4. Types of Financing
icultural Statistrcs ln a.
Financing of Purchase
Agrlculturar u
District Cash Purchase Mortgage Contract for
Deed
Other Total
Percent
Associated with Agdcultural Real Estate Sales in 2000, by
:  District i  Nebraska.
Northwest
North
Northeast
Central
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State
47
64
53
48
37
58
47
39
46
53
2l
47
52
58
36
47
59
5l
0
9
0
0
4
0
6
2
2
0
0
0
0
1
6
0
0
1
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
i00
B"t.d 
"" 
420 trr*actions which occurred across Nebraska during 2000 and reported in the 2001SOURCE
Market Developments Survey
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The fact that a considerable portion of the current agricultural land market involves equity financing
infers that general credit conditions in the U.S. economy are not as influential on the market as they
once were. ln the early 1980s, for example, nearly 80 percent of the acquisitions involved debt
financing with typically no more than 20 to 25 percent of equity as a down payment. In other words,
60 to 65 percent of the dollar volume of transactions in that era represented buyer debt-a situation
which then evolved into considerable financial vulnerability and the eventual land market collapse of
the mid-1980s. ln contrast, today's purchases with hardly more than half involving any debt financing
at all-and those which do having tlpical equity down paynents of at least 40 to 45 percent*results in
total debt incurred being no more than20 to 25 percent of the total dollar volume of sales. In other
words, debt leveraging associated with agricultural land purchases has essentially been reduced to less
than half of what it was two decades earlier.
Of the transactions reported for the year 2000 by the IINL sun'e,v panel, the seller characteristics were
basically similar to those of recent years (Table 5). Estate sales continue to represent about a third of
the sales, reflecting the fact that much of agricultural real estate is basically owned for a life-time and
even beyond. Sales by non-farmers also accounted for about a third of the transfers in 2000, many of
which represent sales of inherited land by heirs whose ties to the land have been diminished by time,
distance, and other interests; and therefore see fit to liquidate their holdings.
Active farmers do represent a seller goup; but their presence on the selling side of the market
continues to be rather modest. More tlpicalil'. active farmers. if thel'sell iand at all, will liquidate
land holdings at time of retirement.
Table 5. Percent Distribution of Agricultural Real Estate Transactions in 2000 by Seller Type, by
tural Statistics District in Nebraska.
Agricultural
Statistics District
Type of Seller
Active
FarmerlRancher
Quitting
Farmer/Rancher Estate Nonfarmer Other
---Percent----
Northwest
North
Northeast
Cental
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State
t4
4
6
20
8
15
21
5
11
t6
23
32
30
44
21
38
39
40
32
t0
l5
10
31
15
)?
2
t4
2
7
4
15
0
4
28
21
50
28
34
18
26
29
19 34324
SOURCE: Based on 420 transactions which occurred across Nebraska during 2000 and reported in the 2001 LINL Nebraska Farm Real Estate
Market Developments Survey.
On the buying side of the market, the large majority of purchases in 2000 were by active farmers
(Table 6). More than three out every four purchases were reportedly made by active farmers, in most
cases for the purpose ofexpanding the acreage base ofan existing operation.
In recent years, the proportion of purchases by active farmers had been gradually decreasing from
levels of 80 percent or more of the purchases in the early 1990s to less than 70 percent in 1999. Thus-
the results for the year 2000 tend to reinstate the fact that active farmers still are pacing the demani
11
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side of the market. To be sure, other buyer interest exists to some degree in virtually every local
market across the state, particularly if there are additional non-agricultural uses associated with the
land offerings. But, that aside, we are still in a general market that is agriculturally-based and
essentially driven by agricultural producers who are accumulating far more land than they are
liquidating (Figure 6).
Table 6. Percent Distribution of Agricultural Real Estate Transactions in 2000 by Buyer Type, by
Itural Statistics District in Nebraska.
Agricultural
Statistics District
Type of Buyer
Active
Farmer/Rancher
Local
Nonfarmer
Nonlocal Nebraska
Resident
Out-of-State
Buver Other
-----Percent
Northwest
North
Northeast
Central
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State
74
63
73
75
75
94
83
76
76
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
2
0
l4
6
1
J
J
2
4
l9
9
11
2
4
0
2
4
7
t4
10
22
16
J
13
14
136
SOURCE: Based on 420 transactions which occuned across Nebraska during 2000 and reported in the 2001 UNL Nebraska Farm
Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
igure 6 Active Farmers in Nebraska's Agricultural Land Market. 2000.
Sellers
#ffi
*€
89.0?i
Others
Active Farmers
Buyers
Cash Rental Market Conditions For 2001
Each year UNL survey reporters provide estimates of current-year cash rental rates for the land classes
and the associated ranges ofthese rates for their respective areas. These averages and ranges are
presented in Table 7 with the long-term historical series in Appendix Table 6.
The 2001 per-acre cash rental rates are generally similar to those of the past few years. Some modest
movements-both upward and downward-can be observed without a discernible directional trend.
Irrigated cropland rents were up 3 to 5 percent from year-earlier levels in the Northeast, Central, and
Southeast Districts; while little or no change was observed elsewhere.
t2
Table 7. Reported Cash Rental Rates for Various Types of Nebraska Farmland: 2001 Averages
and Ranges by Agricultural Statistics District. "
Dryland Cropland:
Average 20
Range:
High . 25
Low . 16
Gravity Irrigated Cropland:
Average
Rauge:
High .
Low .
Center Pivot Irrigated Croplend:
51
66
38
53 87
7r 10642 69
37
48
28
127
150
103
128 133
150 154
108 l 13
78
95
63
130
t52
111
122
t4t
105
29
36
23
106
119
86
64
18
50
126
148
102
t34
159
t12
Average
Range:
High .
Low .
Dryland Alfalfa:
Average
Range:
High .
Low .
Irrigated Alfalfa:
Average
Range:
High .
Low .
Other I{ayland:
Average
Range:
High .
Low .
Pasture:
Average '7
Range:
High . 10
Low. 6
32 23 30
ll3 132
l3l ls3
93 113
11
t4
9
84
110
65
94
ll5
76
b
b
b
98
110
78
106
t20
80
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
129 r44
148 166
ll0 123
53 79
72 94
39 61
t07 1 18
129 134
86 94
37 47
48 63
26 36
79
94
63
118
138
97
50
62
34
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
22
28
15
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
20
26
15
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
t2
15
9
4t
23
28 42
18 2r
Type ofland Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast lCentrall East I Southwest I South I Southeast
Dollars Per Acre
'SOURCE: Reporters' estimated cash rental rates ftoth averages and ranges) from the 2001 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market
Developments Survey.
b lnsufficient number ofreports.
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Reporters pointed out that demand for cropland to rent for cash remains strong in their localities-
a clear reflection ofthe ever-present farm size expansion and consolidation process going on
across the state. Because of this keen demand, there was little evidence of negotiating 2001 rents
downward, despite the fact that cash rent tenants are facing higher input costs (energy and
chemicals) as well as the potential for significantly-reduced federal farm program payments in
2001.
The reported ranges in the cropland rents as evident in Table 7 reflect the quality ranges for values
in Table 2 andFigure 4. Rents at the high-grade end are t1pically 15 to 20 percent higher than the
area averages; while the lower range of rents is usually from 20 to 30 percent below the averages.
Pasture rents on a per-acre basis were unchanged in five of the eight regions for 2001 while
showing a three to four percent increase in the other three regions. Hou'ever. on dollar per animal
unit month (ALIM) basis, rates were up five percent or more in half of the regions, while
maintaining the levels of 2000 in the other areas (Table 8 and Appendix Table 6). Demand for
forage across the range areas of the state has remained keen as cattle numbers have been
maintained and the market for feeder cattle has been profitable. Moreover. coming out of a
drought period across a substantial area of Nebraska in 2000 implies the need for cattlemen in
some areas to run lower stocking rates this year to allow grazing land to fu1l1'recover; thus adding
to the demand side of the pasture rental market.
Table 8. Reported Cash Rental Rates for Pasture on a Monthll' Rate Basis for 2001:
Nebraskau
Cow-Calf Pair Rates "
Average
Range:
High ......
Low
Stocker (500-600 lb) Rates:
Average
Range:
t9.65
12.20 16.00 15 .7 s 15.70 b 1 5 .20 b
High..... 1s.50 19.35 19.35 18.45 b
Low....... 10.45 13.50 12.45 12.70 b
23.55
16.20
25.t0
28.80
21.10
23.40 24.45
26.60 29.65
18.00 20.45
24.00
28.40
19.90
i,<.00
19.)0
10.60
22.20 22.75
28.20 26.90
15.60 17 .15
1-.S0 b
12._i0 b
b
b
'SOURCE: Reporters' estimated cash rental rates (both averages and ranges) from the 200i L\L Nebraska Farm
Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
b Insufficient number of reports.
' A 1,000 lb. cow with small calf at side grazed for one month during the normal usage season.
The 2001 reporter panel provided estimates of current monthly rates for cow-calf pairs (a 1,000
pound cow with small calf at side) which is considered to be an animal unit. Thus, the monthly
rate for cow-calf pairs represents the AIIM rate. The average rates for cow-calf pairs ranged from
A and b cultural Statistics Drstnct in r
Type of Land Agricultural Statistics District
Northwestl North I Northeast I Central I East South*'est I South I Southeast
---- DollarsPer Month
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$19.65 in the Northwest District to $25.10 in the North District. With the exception of the
northwest, the average rates in the major range areas of the state were in the $24 to $25 level for
2001.
Within each district, the reported ranges between low and high rates were rather
substantial-generally 57 to $9 per AUM. These variations may reflect two factors. First, rates do
not always get renegotiated annually; and therefore those reported at the lower end of the range
may often be arrangements made several years previously and obviously in need of some
adjustment. Second, rates at the higher end of pasture rental range may often reflect a negotiated
rate for additional services provided be the land owner, such as daily oversight of the herd,
livestock minerals, checking and maintaining perimeter fences, etc. These services are beyond the
more norrnal pattern of owner obligations which essentially calls for covering the cost of
maintaining water supplies and adequate perimeter fencing. Consequently, the AtA4 rates of $29
to $30 may often have a $5 component of additional non-land services provided by the landowner.
For stocker cattle of 500 to 600 pounds, the average monthly rate for the 2001 grazing season was
usually in the S 1 5 to S 16 range. For reasons, that are not entirely clear, the reported rate in the
Northwest District is (like corv-calf pairs) about 20 percent lower.
2001 Gross Rent-To-Value Ratios
As part of the survey process on rental conditions, L\L panel reporters also provide associated
current land value estimates with the rental averages thel'suppll'. This allou's the calculation of
gross rent-to-value ratios for the various land classes across the state. This measure provides one
indication of the relationship of economic returns to the asset value. The 2001 rent-to-value ratios
exhibit a wide range across the land classes and geographic areas of the state (Table 9). Irrigated
land, particularly center pivot irrigated land, tends to have a fairly high ratio of rent to value,
reflecting the fact that owners must absorb the costs of depreciation on the irrigation system as
well as other ownership costs associated with irrigation. For dryland cropland and grazing land,
the owner costs, aside from property taxes, are minimal; and therefore the rental market will tend
to generate a somewhat lower gross rent relative to the land asset's value.
The usefulness of the gross rent-to-value ratio is in the ability to use it for estimating either the
unknown rental level or the unknown market value of a particuiar agricultural parcel. For
example, a particular centff pivot irrigated property in the Central District has a current market
value of $ 1 ,7 50 per acre and the expected gross cash rent is unknown. On the basis of the gross
rent-to-value ratio of 7.8 percent (from Table 9), the implied cash rent one could expect from this
property would be $137 per acre (Rent : .078 x $1,750). Conversely, to illustrate the estimation of
value,assume a dryland cropland parcel in the South District is commanding a competitive cash
rent of $54 per acre, but the market value of this property is unknown. Again, using the gross rent-
to-value ratio, the implied estimated value of this parcel would be $844 per acre (Value : $541
.064).
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Table 9. Reported Cash Rental Rates, Associated Estimates of Value, and Gross Rent as a
Percent of Market Val re bv Tvoe of Land and Asncultural Staflsttc I)rstnct, Z
Agricultural Statistics District and
Type of Land
Gross Cash Rent Per
Acre
Associated Value Per
Acre b
Gross Rent to
Value
- Percent - -
Northwest:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity Irrigated Cropland
Center Pivot hngated Cropland'
Pastureland
)o
84
94
7
300
910
925
140
6.1
9.2
r 0.2
50
North:
Dryland Cropland
Cravity lnrgated Cropland
Center Pivot Imgated Cropland'
Pastureland
37
98
106
12
^a 
<
1,000
1,100
220
8.1
98
9.6
5.5
Northeast:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity lrri gated Cropland
Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland'
Dryland Alfalfa
Irrigated Alfalfa
Other Hayland
Pastureland
18
122
IJU
'79
118
50
32
i,170
1,67 5
1,770
I ,130
1,660
66-5
600
6.'l
7.3
7.3
7.0
'7 
.l
i.5
5.3
Central:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity lrri gated Cropland
Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland"
Dryland Alfalfa
Irrigated Alfalfa
Other Hayland
Pastureland
53
128
129
53
107
3'7
)1
120
i.750
680
l.+.+_\
515
19,<
7.4
'7.3
'7.8
7.8
7.1
58
East:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity Irri gated Cropland
Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland'
Dryland Alfalfa
lrrigated Alfalfa
Other Hayland
Pastureland
8'7
133
144
79
ri8
4'7
30
1._<10
2.280
r j<<
1.21i
1.81-<
8C5
blu
5.5
5.8
5.9
o.4
6.5
5.8
4.8
Southwest:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity Irri gated Cropland
Center P'ivot Irrigated Cropland"
Pastureland
29
106
113
1l
-r60
1.320
t rri
205
6.3
8.0
9.2
5.4
South:
\land Cropland
Gravity lmgated Cropland
Center Pivot hrigated Cropland'
Pastureland
5l
127
132
20
795
r,865
1,825
100
6.4
6.8
't.2
5.0
Southeast:
Dryland Cropland
Gravity lmgated Cropland
Center Prvot Irrigated CroPiand'
Pastureland
64
126
134
22
r,045
r 750
r o?s
485
6.1
7.7
'7.0
/a
ti i i ri . 200
" So*..2001 Lf-NL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
b Average values given by reporters for the land on which their cash rent estimates were made.
' Value of the pivot included in the value per acre.
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ln somewhat similar fashion, the gross rent-to-value measure can serve to assess agricultural land
in a more macro (aggregate) sense as weil. Given these relationships observed across the state, it
is possible to frame the general relationship of current cash rental rates to value levels in some
systematic way; and, in turn, move toward a basis of value estimation.
Market-Derived Net Rates of Return
Each year, the LNL reporter panel provide their estimates of the average percentage net rates of
return for the basic agricultural land classes given current values. This rate is the annual expected
per acre income return to the land owner (after property taxes and all other owner-related
expenses are subtracted) divided by current average value per acre. Using the vemacular of the
financial world, this is ROA (return on assets). In the terminology of agricultural real estate
appraisal, this is referred to as the market-derived capitah zation rate; since it is based upon the
estimated annual net income flows associated with recent market sales. Any capital gains (or
losses) accruing to the real estate parcel are not included in this estimate.
The 2001 estimated net rates of rerurn and the historical series back to 1990 are presented in Table
10. The levels for the current vear are similar to those of the past two years-a reflection of a
relativeiy stable agricultural real estate market. And the pattern across the three land classes also
continues to show the rypicai historical relationship u'here the average net retums on irrigated
land are about one percentage point above dry'land cropland refurns which, in turn, are about one
percentage point above grazing land refurns.
The gradual downward trend of net rates of return since the early 1990s is prevalent across all
classes ofland and geographic areas. Over the past 10 to 12 years, agricultural land values have
appreciated at rates faster than land earnings, leading to this gradual decline in observ'ed net rates
of return.
The obvious question to raise is this: why have buyers been willing to accept somewhat lower
rates of return on their investment, at least in the short run? Particularly if other investment
opporhrnities of similar or even less associated risk are yielding higher rates of return than returns
to agricultural land, why would the rational person accept less on a farmland purchase? There are
likely a number of factors contributing to this, including:
-The preponderance of agriculrural tracts being bought as add-on units by active farmers who areexpecting to get somewhat higher economic returns from the parcel by spreading their fixed costs
over more acres, using more efficient farming technologies, etc.
-The tax-exchange options which may lead to price premiums on some parcels in the market
which, in tum, may lower the overall expected per acre net rate of return.
-Non-agricultural uses and benefits associated 
with agricultural land that carry the negotiated
prices for parcels higher than that justified by expected annual economic returns.
nl
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Table 10. Estimated Annual Net Rates of Return by Type of Land and Agdcultural Statistics
District. 1990-2001."b
- - - Percent
Irrigated Land:
1 990
1 991
1992
1 993
1994
I 995
t996
t997
1 998
1999
2000
2001
Dryland Cropland:
I 990
I 991
1992
r993
1994
I 995
1996
1997
1 998
1999
2000
2001
Grazing Land:
I 990
r 99r
t992
1 993
t994
1 995
1996
1997
r 998
I 999
2000
200 I
8.3
d./
6.8
6.6
6.9
6.6
6.7
7.2
6.'7
6.0
6.0
5.6
6.2
5.9
4.8
5.0
4.5
A)
4.t
5.1
4.5
4.3
4.0
4.1
4.0
5.5
4.0
4.3
4.7
3.7
3.8
3.6
3.4
3.1
3.3
2.9
9.3
8.0
6.5
6.0
6.5
6.8
6.3
7.0
6.'7
5.9
6.2
6.2
6.3
5.0
5.0
4.3
5.2
6.0
5.0
5.8
5.s
4.9
5.2
5.3
6.9
6.8
6.6
6.5
6.3
6.5
6.9
7.0
6.0
5.9
6.0
5.9
5.9
6.0
5.6
5.8
6.0
6.2
6.3
6.4
5.8
5.4
5.4
5.5
6.8
6.5
6.6
6.1
6.3
5.9
5.8
6.0
5.8
5.3
5.6
5.4
6.4
5.9
s.9
5.7
5.4
5.3
s.6
s.6
5.3
5.1
5.1
5.0
4.9
5.0
4.6
4.6
4.4
4.0
4.3
4.5
4.1
4.2
3.7
3.9
6.7
6.4
6.0
5.7
5.6
5.3
5.2
5.3
5.0
4.6
5.0
4.9
5.9
5.8
5.7
5.3
5.2
5.2
5.0
5.3
4.8
4.5
4. I
4.0
6.3
6.4
6.5
6.5
6.2
5.9
6.5
6.7
6.6
6.1
6.3
6.5
4.7
4.t
5.6
5.3
5.2
5.1
5.3
5.3
4.8
3.9
4.5
4.3
6.3
6.2
6.0
6.5
5.7
6.0
6.2
6.3
5.i
4.9
5.5
5.2
6i
6I
5.2
6.1
5.3
5.4
5.5
5.4
5.4
4.5
4.t
4.6
6.0
5.9
6.r
6.0
5.7
5.0
5.4
5.7
5.4
5.0
5.0
50
6.3
5.8
6.1
5.2
5.4
5.0
5.2
5.4
5.0
4.9
5.0
4.7
7.1
6.9
6.4
6.2
6.2
6.0
6.t
6.4
6.0
5.5
5.7
5.6
6.0
5.7
5.5
5.4
5.3
5.3
s.3
5.5
5.t
4.'7
4.8
4.8
5.8
5.9
5.3
4.6
4.5
4.7
4.3
4.3
4.2
3.s
4.4
4.0
4.6
5.4
4.9
5.0
5.1
4.9
4.9
4.9
4.6
4.4
4.6
4.3
5.0
5.3
4.1
4.3
+.J
4.2
4.0
4.0
3.9
3.6
3.8
4.0
4.5
5.8
5.1
4.6
4.7
4.5
4.3
4.0
4.2
3.2
3.6
) ,L+
5.4
5.5
5.0
4.5
4.1
4.2
3.8
3.6
4.0
3.6
4.0
3.5
5.0
5.5
5.0
4.6
4.5
4.0
4.1
+.4
3.8
3.9
4.1
4.1
4.9
5.4
4.8
4.6
4.5
4.3
4.2
4.1
4.0
3.7
3.9
3.8
SOURCE: LNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Suweys.
Reponers'estimatesofcurrentannualnetpercentageratesofretumgivencurrentvalues. Realestateappraisersrefertothispercentageasthe
market-derived capitalization rate.
Type of Land
and Year
Agricultural Statistics District
State
Ave.Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
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-A turbulent stock market in recent years. Agricultural land, with its relatively stable values andannual retums, can be competitive with those higher-yielding but far riskier investrnent
alternatives.
-The cautious optimism among agricultural land buyers that longer-run retums will eventuallyjustify the prices paid in the short run.
When these and other forces come into the local land market on both the demand and the supply
sides, it is inevitable that the net rate of economic retum to agricultural land will tend to be pushed
downward.
Specific calculations of typical net rates of retum have also be constructed for selective land types
across the state (Table 11). Tlpical land owner expenses are subtracted from gross cash rents to
calculate net returns and the inferred level of mortgage debt which those returns could service. As
illustrated on line 9 of the table, the percentage rates of retum calculated here are somewhat lower
than reporter estimates in the previous table; however, the pattern across land types and
geographic area of the state does show some similarity. The reason for lower levels may reflect
the inclusion of larger expenses, particularly in the case of irrigated land where annual
depreciation and insurance on irrigation equipment is factored in. Such costs tend to be
overlooked at times by market participants-the result being that the true residual retums to
agricultural land may actually be even lou,er than what market-derived capitalization rates
suggest.
It is important to note that given typical cash rents and ouner expenses, today's net returns w,ill
service rather modest levels of debt. For virtuall1,'all qpes of land. the debt-sen-icing capacity is,
at best, less than 50 percent ofpurchase price and even as lou, as 33 percent ofpurchase price.
In short, the level of expected retums to agrieultural land will preclude the ertensive use of debt
financing and dictate a market of potential buyers with sufficient cash resources to participate.
UNL Survey Reporter Expectations For 2001
ln February 2001, the survey reporters were asked to look ahead for the calendar year and give
their professional opinions regarding 2001 market activity and value trends. The vast majonty, Tg
percent, saw little or no change in the number of tracts offered for sale during the year (Table 12).
However, there was one notable difference, the Southwest District, where half of the survey
respondents looked for some increase in market activity over 2000 levels. Their comments
suggested that drought conditions had slowed market activity over the previous year, and 2001
was likely to rebound to more normal levels of market activity.
As for agricultural land value changes in 2001, two-thirds of the reporters were looking for very
stable value levels with only very minor value adjustments either way (Table i3). ln some
districts, the percentage of reporters expecting some value movements was higher, but there also
the more general opinion was for a relatively stable pattern. Value changes, if expected, were
approximately 5 percent in either direction.
In sum, the general outlook of UNL reporters was for some continued stability throughout the year
as some major economic forces move through the agricultural economy.
E
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Tahle I : Analvsis of TYPical Net Rel:urns For Selected Land Tvpes and Locations Using Typtcat Casn Hentat
Row
Item
Northeast NE DrYIand
Cropland
Northeast NE Pivot
Irrigated Cropland
Eastern NE Dryland
Cropland
Eastern NE Gravity
Irrigated Cropland
(from well)
Southeast NE Dryland
Cropland
L
2.
Current purchase price per acre ' '
Annual cash rent Per acre (gross)
Gross Rent-to-Value ratio' . . . .'
Annual owner expenses
(per acre)
Real Estate Taxes"
Irrigation Costsd .
Incidental Costs .
Total Owner Costs .
Annual n€t returns Per acre
(before income taxes) .
Percentage rate of refurn to land
(before income taxes) .
Mortgage amount Per acre which
could be serviced bY the net
returns assuming:
lS-year amortized loan at 7 .25%
interest
o/o of purchase Price
2}-year amortized loan at 7 .5o/o
interest
7o ofPurchase Price
$ I,170.00
6.7%
$ 17.s5
$4.00
$ 1,925.00 $ 1,570.00
$87.00
5.s%
$23.55
$4.00
$27.55
$s9.45
3.8%
$s33.00
34%
$606.0s
39%
$2,280.00
5.8%
$34.20
$21.00
$s.00
$60.20
$72.80
3.2Y"
$652.70
29%
$742.1s
33%
2001 '4
$ 1,040.50
$133.00 $64.00
6.1%
$ 15.70
$4.00
$ 19.70
3.
$78.00
$21 .5s
$56.45
4.8%
$506. I 0
43%
$s75.50
49%
6.7%
$28.90
$27.00
$5.00
$ 130.00
$60.90
$69. l0
3.6%
$619.50
32%
$104.4s
36%
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
t2.
13.
$44.30
4.20h
$397.20
38%
$4s 1.60
43%
(See footnotes at end oftable)
r
able contlnued
Row
Item
Southwest NE
Dryland Cropland
Southern NE Pivot
Irrigated Croplandb
Northwest NE
Gravity Irrigated
Cropland (from well)
Northern NE Pivot
Irrigated Cropland
(from well)b
Northern NE,
Sandhills Rangeland
1.
2.
3.
Current purchase price per acre . . . . . . .
Annual cash rent per acre (gross)
Gross Rent-to-value ratio
Annual owner expenses
(per acre)
Ile al Estate .l-axes e/
Irrigation Costs (
Incidental (losts .
Total Owner Costs .
Annual net returns per acre
(before income taxes) .
Percentage rate ofreturn to land
(before income taxes) .
Mortgage amount per acre which could
be serviced by the net returns assuming:
15-year amortized loan at7.25%o
ir.rterest
7o ofpurchase price
2\-year amorlized loan at J .5o/o
interest
7o ofpurchase price
$460.00
$29.00
6.3%t
$6.90
$2.00
$8.90
$20. l0
4.4%
$ 180.20
39%
$204.90
45%
$1,975.00
$ 132.00
6.7%
$29.6s
$27.00
$5.00
$(r 1.65
$70.35
3.6',yo
$630.75
32%
$717.20
36%
$ 1,250.00
$ 106.00
8.5%
$ r 8.75
$27.00
$s.00
$s0.75
$ss.2s
4A%
$495.35
40%
$563.25
45%
$220.00
$ 12.00
5.5%
$2.1s
$ r.00
$3.7s
$8.2s
3.8%
$73.95
34%
$84. l0
38%
$9 r 0.00
9.2%
$ r 3.6s
$21.00
$4.00
$84.00
$38.6s
$4s.3s
5.0%
$406.60
4s%
$462.30
st%
lul ( un(:nl pLrrclrase prices arrd cash renls based upon the UNL 2001 Nebraska Farm Real Estato Markct Survcy.
lr/ V:rlrrt: ol pivot ol'approxirnately $150.00 peracre included in purchase price.
l,( '')() l.t72. S
Table 12: Reporters' Beginning-Year Expectations of Market Activity for Agricultural land
During 2001 by Agricultural Statistics District in Nebraska "
Agricultural Statistics District
Relative to 2000, reporters expecting the number of
agricultural land kacts offered for sale in 2001 will:
Increase b Decrease' Stay the Same
- Percent
35065Northwest
North
Northeast
Central
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State .
22
29
15
18
50
10
11
18
0
l2
0
6
0
0
0
aJ
78
59
85
76
50
90
89
79
Source: 2001 UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey.
For those expecting an increase, the average expected increase was 5.1 percent.
For those expecting a decrease, the average expected decrease was 10.0 percent.
Table 13: Reporters' Beginning-Year Expectations of Agriculrural Land Value Changes
During 2001, by Agricultural Statistics District in Nebraska "
Agricultural Statistics District
Reporters expecting the average value of agricultural
land in 2001 to:
Northwest
North
Northeast
Central
East
Southwest
South
Southeast
State .
25
11
4t
29
12
11
20
11
23
Percent
?5
11
50
78
47
50
74
89
60
84
67
1E
2t
l4
0
20
5
14
Source: 2001 L|NL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Suwey'
For those expecting an increase, the average expected increase was 5.3 percent.
For those expecting a decrease, the average expected decrease was 4.6 percent.
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Inventorying Nebraska's Irrigation Acres
With much of the state lying over the Ogallala Aquifer, Nebraska has a valuable irrigation
endowment. According to USDA's 1,997 National Resources lnventory, Nebraska has more than
7 million acres of irrigated cultivated cropland. Only one other state, Texas, has more cultivated
cropland; and that state has been experiencing a steady decline in irrigated acres over the past
quarter century.
While the economic significance of irrigation to the state's agricultural economy seems obvious,
it is somewhat surprising to find no clear consensus as to how many acres are really under
irrigation. Nor has there been any definitive information on the acreage distribution by type of
irrigation system.
The 1997 Census of Agriculture, a source used extensively for benchmark analysis of the
agricultural production sector down to the county level, indicates Nebraska has a total of 6.94
million acres of irrigated land; while Nebraska Agricultural Statistics Service estimates a total of
8.1 million acres that have wells or ditch water available and could be irrigated if conditions
warrant. Finally, the USDA's 1997 National Resource Inventory, which classifies the acreage
base across all states, placed Nebraska' cultivated cropland at7.42 million acres with an
additional 352,000 acres of non-cultivated irrigated cropland (such as irrigated forage
production.)
So which data base is the most accurate one? Just w'hat is a reliable estimate of Nebraska's
irrigated acreage? Moreover, horv is this acreage distributed geographically across Nebraska
counties and how is the acreage distributed across the various types of irrigation being used?
With these questions in mind, we attempted to constmct a realistic inventory of irrigated acres in
Nebraska by tlpe of water distribution system.
The method involved starting with Nebraska Department of Revenue's county-level totals of
privately-owned irrigation acreage on the property tax roles for the 1999-2000 assessment year.
Since this series is the data base used for the assignment of assessed value, and hence, property
taxes, we believe it represents an accurate acreage amount. To this was added estimates of
publically-owned irrigation acreage not on the tax roles which were obtained from the Nebraska
Board of Educational Lands and Funds and the University of Nebrska-Lincoln. When combined,
the state's irrigated acreage totals nearly 7.4 million acres distributed across the eight agricultural
districts as noted in Appendix Table 7. This irrigated acreage amount represents one third of the
State's cropland acreage.
Once a reliable benchmark estimate of total irrigated cropland was determined, the next task was
to identify the distribution of that acreage by tlpe of system used. More specifically, we wanted
to estimate the ertent of center pivot technology being used and the acreage that it represented.
This technology, which was invented here in Nebraska and developed over the past half century,
has literally transformed irrigation agriculture in the state as well as the world over. Not only has
it opened up lands which would otherwise not be irrigable, but it has also greatly enhanced water
I
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use and other input efficiencies on land that was previously gravity irrigated. As a result,
thousands of Nebraska's irrigated acres are being converted each year to center pivot systems.
Unfortunately, detailed acreage statistics on center pivot systems and associated acres are not
available. Hence, we relied upon the IINL's Conservation and Survey Division's satellite
imagery of the State which reveals the center pivot circles in graphic detail. Using the satellite
map for 1997, the latest one available, we were able to develop county-level center pivot acreage
estimates. These were then reconciled against our previously-developed irrigated acreage totals,
and the final center pivot acreage estimates made.
As can be seen in Appendix Table 7, center pivot irrigation is the primary system being used in
Nebraska, accounting for more than 4.6 million acres and approaching two-thirds of our irrigated
land base. A quarter century earlier, that amount was only one third. If conversion of gravity
irrigated land to center pivot continues at the rate of recent years as well as some dryland
cropland being developed with center pivot technology, as much as 70 percent of Nebraska's
irrigated acreage could be under center pivot systems by the year 2010.
The implications of the above are for much more than state's braggrng rights. Nebraska's
irrigated land base represents a most vital resource that will increasingly become the envy of a
water-deficit world. Moreover, the fact that the bulk of that acreage is using an irrigation
technology that is water efficient and complementary to precision agricultwe, we can be more
assured of its sustainability into the future.
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Appendix
Appendix Table 1. Farm Real Estate Values in Nebraska, USDA Historical Serieso 1 860-2001.,
Year
Number
of Farms
Land
in Farms
Value of Land & Buildings
Building
ValuePer Acre Per Farm Total Value
r860
1870
1880
I 890
l 900
l 910
191 I
t9t2
l 913
lgt4
t9l5
l9l6
t911
l9t8
l9l9
1920
l92l
1922
1923
1924
r925
1926
1927
l 928
t929
t930
r931
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
l 938
1939
I 940
1941
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
1941
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
6
106
402
578
1,813
1,864
1,919
1 A'tA
) n)1
2,0t7
2,084
2,240
) iol
2,978
3,7 t2
) q'7!,
2,860
2,635
? i)l
2,552
2,505
2,508
2,526
, 40<
2,338
2,015
1,609
1,625
|,594
1,587
1,5r6
1,421
1,310
1,138
1,06i
I ,157
1,283
1,580
1,760
1,992) )<1
2,649) o)'7
) 7RA
3,t92
7 41'7
3,610
3,386
3,534
562
605
621
589
645
Thousand
2.8
t2.3
63.4
113.6
t21 s
129 7
129.2
128.8
128.2
12"1 .5
126.9
126.3
125.8
125.2
123.1
t24.6
125.1
t3'7.1
126.6
121 3
127.5
128.2
128.5
128.6
128.9
129.3
t29.9
r 30.8
132.0
133.2
134.0
131.2
128.5
I 25.8
123.6
121.1
119.2
r 16.9
i 15 6
11,1 1
lli4
111.3
110.1
r09 0
108 0
i 09.0
107.0
105.0
104.0
r 03.0
102.0
Million Acres
1.0
2.1
9.9
21.6
29.9
38.6
39.0
39.2
39.5
39.8
40.3
40.9
4l .5
41.8
41.9
42.2
41.9
41.9
42.1
41.8
42.1
42.5
4.5.2
44.0
44.3
44.O
45.0
45.8
46.0
46.4
46.9
46.7
47.4
46.8
^-A
48.2
482
47.5
47.9
47.6
47.4
48.0
+/.)
+ / .:
,+E.1
1c I
4E.3
48.3
4E.3
Dollars
6
12
ll
19
l9
4'7
48
49
50
5l
50
51
54
62
7l
88
82
7t
68
63
60
60
58
57
5'7
56
52
,/
35
35
.54
34
3l
30
28
22
24
27
33
37
42
56
62
58
66
72
75
70
73
Thousand Dollars
1.4
2.0
1.7
3.5
4.8
i 4.0
11.4
14.9
15.4
15.9
15.9
16.5
17.8
20.7
/-).6
298
27.5
21 1
22.6
20.7
i 9.8
19.9
19.5
19.5
19.6
r 9.3
18.0
15 4
t2.2
12.2
r 1.9
t2.l
1 r.8
I 1.3
r 0.6
9.4
8.9
9.9
11.1
i 3.9
15.8
t'7.9
20.5
24.3)? r
25.6
29.8
JJ. I
34.1
32.8
34.5
Million Dollars Million Dollars
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Appendix Table 1. Farm Real Estate Values in Nebraska, USDA Historical Series, 1860-2001 .,
Year
Number
of Farms
Land
in Farms
Value of Land & Buildings
Building
ValuePer Acre Per Farm Total Value
1956
1957
r 958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
r965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
197 4
1975
r976
1977
1978
1979
r980
t98l
1982
r983
1984
1985
1986
1987
r 988
I 989
I 990
199r
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
r 998
1999
2000
2001b
4"7.1
47.1
47.1
4',7.1
47.0
47.0
46.4
46.4
46.4
46.4
46.4
120
132
143
r50
154
157
170
193
)4.)
282
363
420
412
525
635
729
730
701
645
485
416
400
457
5r I
524
517
5t'7
514
562
580
6r0
620
645
670
69s
706
Thousand
101.0
98.0
96.0
94.0
93.0
90.0
88.0
86.0
84.0
82.0
80.0
78.0
76.0
74.0
73.0
72.0
7t.0
70.0
70.0
67.0
67.0
66.0
66.0
65.0
65.0
65.0
63.0
62.0
61.0
60.0
59.0
59.0
58.0
57.0
57.0
56.0
s6.0
55.0
55.0
56.0
56.0
55.0
55.0
55.0
54.0
54.0
Million Acres
48.3
48.3
48.3
48.3
48.2
48.2
48.2
48.1
48.2
48.2
48.2
48.2
48.2
48.2
48. I
48. I
48. r
48.1
48. I
47.9
47.9
4'7.8
47.8
47.7
47.7
47.7
47.5
47.4
47.2
47.2
47.2
47.2
Thousand Dollars
34.9
3 s.8
40.0
43.9
46.3
48.2
52.2
54.0
60.0
65.3
72.6
81 .4
90.5
97.8
10r.5
104.9
115.2
132.6
166.3
201.6
259.2
304.1
298.s
385.3
466.0
535.0
550.4
535.9
499.1
381 .9
320.1
371.1
422.2
433.0
434.8
434.8
440.2
48r.5
486.8
5 12.0
582.3
544.1
565.2
597.2
606.3
Million Dollars
1 571
3,50 r
3,839
4,131
4,308
4,341
4,598
4,647
5 0{s
5 15?
5,805
5 14R
6,8 82
'7,238
'7,40'7
? <<?
Q 1f i
9,283
1 1.640
r3,508
t't.366
20.0i0
19.702
,i aL1l
30.289
31.i ,-3
31.675
33.227
30.414
22,911
19,629
1 8,885
) r ()<
21,068
24,680
24,350
24,350
)!, )nq
26,485
)1 )60
28.610
28,'768
29,928
3 r,088
32,248
32,758
Million Dollars
719
606
572
6'77
763
'790
860
911
1,0'72
1,258
1,283
1,143
1,136
I ,021
941
8s3
932
1.012
1,t52
I ?ro
1,546
1,806
1,832
2,204) \a1
2,851
2,809
2,758
2,7 t0) a14
7 51)
2,682
3,t86
1 451
3,186
2,978
3,026
3,061
3,670
4,280
4,413
4,459
4,639
4,819
4,998
\ iT1
Dollars
73
72
79
86
89
90
95
97
105
111
4'7
47
47
o SOURCE: Farm Real Estate Historical Senes Data: l95O-92, USDA, Economic Research Service, Sta. Bul. No. 855, May i993 and earlier reporrs
as well as recent issues annua'lly by Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agnculture
Preliminary estimates.
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Appendix T able2. Deflated USDA Farmland Yalues and Percent Changes for Nebraska, 1o30
to 2001."
Year
USDA Average
Value/Ac.
for Nebraska
lst Quarter GDP Price
Deflator
(1992 
= 100)
Deflated
Average Value/Ac.b
Year-to-Year Change
Deflated Farmland
Valuesd
1930
193r
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
t937
1938
1939
1940
t94t
1942
1943
1944
1945
1946
t947
1948
1949
r950
l95l
7952
1953
1954
r9s5
r956
1957
r958
19s9
1960
1961
1962
r963
1964
r965
1966
1967
1968
r969
r 0.83
9.84
8.75
8.57
9.30
9.48
9.57
r 0.02
9.75
9.66
9.93
10.74
1 1.82
12.36
12.63s
12.91
14.98
16.9 ,1
I E.14
t: 96
18.32
19.49
19.765
20.04
20.31
20.76
21.39
22.20
22.47
22.92
23.13
23.45
23.'75
24.00
24.35
24.77
25.32
26.14
2'7.21
28.39
5t7
528
503
408
376
359
355
319
308
290
1:1,)
205
203
219
261
2E7
280
2i:
i09
,1,15
2.1
-4.'7
-r8.9
-7.8
-4.5
-1.1
-10.1
-3.4
-5.8
-r 6.6
-15.3
-1.0
7.9
19.2
10.0
-2.4
-1.1
I r.6
1t.7
8.1
6.9
a,
2.8
-7.8
-2.0
-3.1
-5.0
8.6
6.5
2.7
-0.3
4.2
1.0
6.7
3.9
5.8
6.5
4.2
0.2
56
52
44
35
35
34
34
32
30
28
24
22
24
2'7
33
37
42
47
56
62
58
66
72
75
70
73
73
72
79
86
89
90
95
97
105
lll
120
132
143
t50
311
339
361
314
345
352
341
324
352
375
385
384
400
404
431
448
474
505
526
528
I
See footnotes at end oftable. 28
Appendix Table 2. Deflated USDA Farmland Values and Percent Changes for Nebraska, 1930
to 2001."
Year
USDA Average
Value/Ac.
for Nebraska
1st Quarter GDP Price
Deflator
(1992 = 100)
Deflated
Average Value/Ac.b
Year-to-Year Change
Deflated Farmland
Valuesd
1970
1971
r972
1973
197 4
1975
1976
1971
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
r991
1992
1993
1994
r995
r996
1997
1998
t999
2000
2001.
154
t56
171
193
246
282
363
420
412
525
635
729
730
70t
645
485
416
400
457
511
524
517
517
514
562
s80
6i0
620
645
670
29.94
3 i.50
33.02
34.36
37.01
4l .05
43.69
46.32
49.42
53.51
58.1 8
64.15
68.86
72.08
7s.02
77.63
79.81
82.09
84.67
88.45
92.00
96.27
99.13
r 0l .84
104.r3
t06.74
I 08.9 r
r I 1.00
112.32
r 13.45
I t5 .21
117.91
514
495
518
562
665
681
831
907
834
981
-2.6
-3.7
4. 1
8.5
r 8.3
3.3
21.0
9.2
-8.0
t'7.6
I1.2
4.1
-6.7
-8.2
-l1.6
-27.3
-16.6
-6.5
r 0.9
7.0
-1.4
-5.8
-2.8
-3.3
6.9
0.6
3.1
-0.2
2.7
3.0
2.0
-0.7
1091
1 136
r 060
9'73
860
62s
521
487
540
578
695
'706
570
s37
522
505
540
543
560
559
574
59r
603
5gg
' Revisedfromseriesreportedinearlierreports. ReferstoyearendingMarch I foryearspriorto 1976;yearendingFebruary 1 foryears 1976-1981;year
endingApril I foryears 1982-1985;yearendingFebruary 1,1986-1989;yearendingJanuary l, 1990-1994;mid-year lgg5-lgg1.andyearending
. 
January 1,2000.0 Computed by dividing the average value per acre by the 1st Quarter GDP Price Deflator and multiplying by 1 00.t Preliminarv estimate.d Aposrtivevalueentryinthiscolumnrepresentsarealincreaseinassetvaluefortheyear(i.e.,therateoflandvalueappreciarionexceededthegeneral
rate ofinflation for the U.S. economy). Conversely, a negative value entry represents a real decrease in asset value.
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Appendix Table 3. Nominal and Deflated Agricultural Land Values by Selected Types of Land in Nebraska,1978 to 2001.'
- I)ollars/Ac. --- Dollars/Ac. --- -
I 978
1979
r 980
l98 t
1982
I 983
1 984
1985
I 986
1987
r 988
I 989
I 990
1 991
1992
1993
1994
I 995
1996
1997
r 998
1999
2000
2001
492
602
702
778
742
68r
6J2
501
384
37t
4t6
s00
532
536
55r
573
608
94'7
I,ll4
1,272
t,341
1,293
r,r30
1,049
833
634
580
661
841
935
977
1,000
I,045
1,107
1,t49
t,235
r,338
1,471
1,428
1,455
|,459
450
339
306
346
432
473
492
510
53r
s66
49.42
53.s r
58.t8
64.t5
68.86
12.Otl
15.02
77.(t7
79.8 t
{t2.09
r14.67
88.45
92.00
96.27
99.t3
l0l .84
I04.t3
106.75
r08.9 |
I I 1.00
I12.32
I t3.45
lt5.2l
t 17.9t
996
t,125
1,20'7
1,2t3
1,078
945
842
645
481
4s2
49t
565
578
557
556
563
584
2,186
2,090
1,878
1,568
t,398
1,0'13
794
707
781
951
t,0r6
1,0r5
r,009
t,026
r,063
1,076
1,134
t,205
1,3 l0
I,259
359
359
330
284
245
174
123
l0t
lo7
139
159
I (r5
t67
169
176
180
174
182
199
193
t,0t2
t,lr6
1,195
1,168
I,046
891
784
580
425
373
409
488
514
5il
5t4
521
544
500
597
695
749
720
642
588
582
608
654
7to
690
153
l8(r
209
230
227
205
t84
192
r89
202
224
219
623
656
706
767
749
1,916
2,082
3r0
348
UJo I35
98
83
9l
123
146
r59
r66
172
t83
584
602
636
683
660
545
558
589
632
608
152
760
606
601
200
206
653
645
(r98
709
230
243
1,263
Year
Nominal Value/Ac lst Quarter
GDP Price
Deflator
(r992 = ro0)
De{lated Value/Ac.b
Dryland
Crouland
Center Pivot
I rrigated
Croplantl'
Grazing Land
(Nontillable)
All Land
Average
Dryland
C'rouland
Center Pivot
Irrigated
Crooland'
Grazing Land
(Nontillahle)
All Land
Average
t.237
" f,ebruury l st estrntates reported in the UNL Neblaska liarnr Real Estate Markct l)cvcloprncnts Survcys.l' ('orlputed by dividing the average value per acle lry thc I st QLrarter (lross l)onrcstic l)r icc (( iDP) I)e{lator and nrultiplying by I 00c l)ivot not includcd in pel acrc valuc.
Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001."
- Dollars Per Acre
Dryland Cropland (No Irrigation Potential)
t978
t979
1980
1981
t982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
r990
199r
r992
1993
1994
199s
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
289
3r7
341
419
4lt
381
379
325
259
242
267
305
309
316
340
)) I
345
335
358
381
385
346
331
319
253
319
340
346
335
321
300
237
198
190
202
250
279
279
295
288
314
320
338
363
390
367
400
403
648
813
920
1,009
966
864
779
643
499
520
576
688
128
735
700
766
797
803
823
909
982
968
970
996
319
397
471
s19
502
450
416
340
263
246
301
370
407
463
418
486
504
519
535
s88
631
635
648
645
817
1,061
1,296
1,409
1,325
1,204
1,129
905
669
626
692
824
877
885
955
1,000
1,090
1,144
1,244
1,336
1,477
1,462
1A@
r.493
360
387
468
541
626
754
752
664
653
414
412
31'7
4tl
491
491
508
513
513
620
637
658
701
753
740
708
725
454
546
s22
469
444
365
-108
288
294
377
660 492
808 602
971 702
1,060 778
988 742
939 681
840 632
612 501
423 384
416 37r
513 416
621 500
662 532
655 536
673 551
701 573
741 608
764 623
799 6s6
852 706
956 161
953 749
958 752
954 '760
409
380
386
)t)
390
403
419
432
457
428
434
433
31
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central Easl Southwest South Southeast State'
See footnotes at end oftable.
Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001."
Dryland Cropland (Irrigation Potential)
590
708
409
449
1978
1979
1980
1981
t982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
t992
1993
1994
r995
t996
1997
r998
1999
2000
2001
371
396
411
419
430
429
441
458
482
436
387
514
56s
533
s35
462
441
340
300
250
266
339
367
360
38r
400
436
424
444
475
510
480
741
930
1,132
1 ))\
1,097
975
911
146
s98
567
u6
773
840
817
823
884
962
1,002
1,040
1,103
1,219
1,216
1,220
1,256
767
880
833
680
638
486
367
325
380
483
s39
604
658
678
739
781
84s
917
986
956
1,128
1,411
1,733
1,78s
1.665
1.462
r,349
1.013
746
707
801
980
1,056
1,083
1,124
1,195
1,338
1,397
1,525
1,643
1,810
1,792
1,800
1,807
4'71 873
520 1,102
628 1,282
733 1,432
685 1,411
654 1,17 5
631 1,050
504 705
377 573
328 503
339 s76
433 684
473 706
478 756
476 792
445 883
482 923
493 941
508 1,008
543 t,Lt4
578 1,276
538 r,173
1,1r2
1,126
9s3 757
t,t52 926
1,352 1,107
1,402 1,192
1,268 1,108
1,160 979
1,069 905
723 684
545 524
508 484
623 552
712 6'74
816 720
771 725
835 7s3
888 't94
936 861
979 891
1,046 948
1,130 I,018
1,250 1,115
1,172 1,081
1,187 1,080
1,234 1,100
533
680
6s8
563
507
425
312
285
310
376
418 492
409 500
546
572
957
981
32
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast State"
- - - Dollars per Acre
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001."
- - Dollars Per Acre
Grazing Land (Tillable)
1978
r979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
198s
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
r992
r993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
177 191
186 229
549
701
760
881
824
739
661
510
366
336
361
418
270 4s9
308 495
339 500
359 524
380 573
400 611
406 617
440 686
461 141
456 735
471
505
731
750
200
25t
248
198
187
146
101
77
80
104
t02
107
113
r2t
128
128
125
135
153
165
173
t7t
261
257
248
234
,??
180
135
99
107
150
185
200
213
195
2t5
223
225
250
265
270
275
288
433
521
583
622
605
571
500
392
275
261
294
362
381
394
395
427
440
456
473
512
550
s69
581
670
299
347
395
435
422
405
325
259
r66
135
168
2t7
215
259
301
332
317
315
285
205
146
115
100
130
153
168
169
11t
192
t93
196
200
227
234
256
291
465
479
621
697
710
555
519
339
250
187
208
253
4JJ
574
643
636
654
589
521
357
241
236
292
34t
248
288
328
351
348
315
289
218
154
124
134
173
296
338
348
371
40'7
414
413
+J 
-1
467
470
4&
524
360 197
366 213
395 224
418 221
460 246
471 253
483 255
519 216
575 299
575 306
588
578
315
335
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Soutbwest South Southeast Statec
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultu ral Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001."
- - Dollars Per Acre
Grazing Land (Nontillable)
1978
1979
1980
1981
r982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
r990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
r996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
r43
t64
168
151
134
94
11
60
58
71
83
86
90
93
98
106
103
115
128
127
13'7
r42
169
182
183
169
r52
115
85
11
76
109
134
148
155
r57
167
175
173
183
199
192
308
340
394
418
412
375
350
258
t79
166
189
a A'l
212
284
302
322
325
337
347
366
395
411
432
4't 5
216
267
304
339
329
283
248
192
131
106
128
183
225
252
267
278
302
308
299
327
366
350
365
386
384
486
549
620
584
5il
455
341
262
238
270
310
340
357
373
382
388
421
428
468
516
507
510
532
119
148
190
211
195
181
168
118
84
68
75
101
113
125
126
136
153
163
155
163
189
187
193
200
268
309
346
398
418
339
328
236
158
120
152
209
254
261
290
307
308
296
318
331
327
1 15 126
t34 156
315
417
153
186
473 209
474 230
472 227
460 205
384 184
243 135
178 98
173 83
220 91
266 123
298 146
314 159
316 166
330 tt2
354 183
357 r92
361 189
412 202
473 224
416 219
3'j3
353
206
220
478
479
230
243
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics Districf 1978-2001."
- - - Dollars Per Acre
llayland
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
r983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
r991
1992
1993
t994
1995
r996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
^/-t -z-
281
301
323
328
290
283
261
190
160
144
194
217
225
248
242
25t
260
270
295
315
318
313
306
266
308
338
331
334
286
a 4,7
206
154
119
130
183
2t8
240
247
265
296
300
300
325
345
325
358
381
370
436
506
558
544
s09
497
)32
233
188
238
29s
326
330
325
365
392
418
429
459
517
507
539
563
372
391
441
482
472
408
295
273
230
195
230
275
328
3s0
365
366
400
408
403
438
472
457
444
458
477
593
699
738
714
658
568
470
335
271
317
382
405
434
452
473
5ll
528
524
575
640
625
618
677
231
281
349
368
344
344
329
250
182
148
178
220
an<
252
250
25t
278
277
289
300
336
330
350
364
298
345
402
417
445
375
369
258
190
175
202
268
278
286
329
360
386
397
396
403
437
412
398
450
371
509
463
502
379
398
281
531
554 369
532 375
5s7 375
496 331
463 296
311 24r
219 119
201 144
245 159
29t 210
328 243
361 26r
34r 269
358 283
3'70 310
385 3tl
402 320
435 346
491 373
502 359
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001."
- - Dollars Per Acre
Gravity Irrigated Cropland
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
198?
r988
1989
1990
1991
t992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
1,246
1,300
796
964
1,025
1,033
1,030
1,289
1,547
r,781
1,771
1,430
t,429
1,102
900
775
862
1,100
1,186
1,250
1,221
1,246
1,250
1,260
1,361
1,466
7,575
7,575
1,696
1,715
1,545
1,705
1,413
1,518
1,563
1,609
1,666
r,671
1,738
1,858
1 01)
1,861
1,754
r,729
1,624
1,910
1,369 1,020
1,555 1,054
r,580 1,033
1,361 r,000
1,269 1,020
1,042 8l
754 612
650 567
668 691
815 900
841 900
834 917
889 1,03s
857 1,05 8
875 1,070
857 1,065
870 1,070
890 1,115
925 1,150
894 1,050
1,976 2,317
2,088 2,403
2,053 2,269
1,'798 I,969
1,613 1,838
1,304 t,329
940 975
802 959
948 1,151
1,210 1,462
1,134 1,4t2
1,197 1,746
r,329 2,046
r.493 2,230
1.598 2.254
1.4t2 |,872
1 ,250 | ,7 62
1,010 1,283
867 963
718 863
740 994
841 1.232
895 1,390
975 1,480
r,02t 1,583
1,018 1,643
1,093 1,728
1,090 1,731
1,138 1,800
1,167 1,943
1,200 2,042
1,198 1,945
t,325 I,856
t,279 1,810
1,404 1,410
1,772 1,639
2,026 1,906
2,026 2,030
1,924 1,994
1,854 1,737
1,639 1,601
t,t1t 1,214
957 920
843 826
956 947
1,170 1,182
1,285 1,287
1,306 1,363
1,4t3 1,4 i 8
1,4'79 1,461
1,568 1,533
1,606 1,548
t,697 1,62r
1,853 1,740
1,936 1,847
1,813 1,768
1,831 1,765
1.843 1,750
90'7
900
1,513
1,622
1,653
"1,730
1,842
1,887
i,989
2,160
2,340
2,247
', 'r10
) )1?
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
See footnotes at end of table.
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Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001.^
- - Dollars Per Acre
Center Pivot Irrigated Croplandb
678 956
770 1,164
1978
1979
813
895
771
915
877 7,494
r,076 i,690
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
t99t
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
894
913
989
847
809
691
496
417
446
532
619
651
681
641
690
693
7r0
148
829
750
750
142
886
816
810
769
698
581
400
396
441
604
770
714
740
745
800
825
913
962
1,020
984
1,372
1,456
1,332
1,217
1,130
875
700
703
800
993
1,090
1,129
1,084
1,156
1,215
1,254
1,320
1,427
1,583
1,5 81
1,609
1,653
t,223
t,312
1,270
1,016
969
850
628
541
622
779
910
1,053
1,095
1,160
1,200
1,269
1,340
1,507
l,69g
1,616
1,579
1,602
2,043
2,110
2,010
1,727
1,655
1,243
974
888
1,038
1,320
1,393
1,461
1,510
1,593
1,707
1,193
1,930
2,111
2,332
2,288
2,424
2,420
971
1,105
1,123
926
827
691
s58
481
548
683
765
748
783
799
850
882
981
1,058
1,139
1,124
1,192
1,152
1,023
1,291
1,535
1 '7?)
1,681
1,39 1
1,350
i,05 5
788
66s
792
1,021
1,177
1,229
1,263
1,35 6
1,425
1,454
1,550
1,696
1,863
i,830
1.795
1.778
1.286
i.590
t.t95 1.272
i.900 1,341
1.;48 1,293
1,643 1,130
1.465 1,049
i.020 833
;88 634
:23 580
820 661
i ,056 841
1,133 935
1.194 977
r,228 1,000
t.346 1,045
1.413 1,101
1.47 4 1,149
1,565 1,235
1.725 1,338
t,901 1,47r
i,806 1,428
981
96s
1,455
1.459
Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
See footnotes at end oftable.
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Type of
Land &
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast Statec
Appendix Table 4. Average Reported Value of Nebraska Farmland for Different Types of
Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1978-2001.'
- - - Dollars Per Acre
Alt Land Average'
1978 219
t979 30'l
500d
591d
363
405
r980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
r988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
7999
2000
200r
333
397
396
343
318
2s8
r90
165
173
2t0
219
226
239
239
249
250
254
269
288
275
276
274
1,070 t,737 464
471
201
244
269
271
269
248
229
180
136
115
124
t7l
202
215
226
226
244
251
256
275
295
285
674
836
989
1,077
1,004
890
829
664
522
502
56',7
689
744
1^1
737
790
835
860
89s
962
1,053
1,052
608
699
800
86
843
734
654
s28
379
324
385
495
1,125
1,376
1,674
1,748
1,643
1,475
1,341
1,007
745
'707
817
1,009
1,069
1,1 15
1,156
1,21'7
1,325
1,378
1,479
1,600
1,754
1,718
796
970
580
639
669
693
728
744
169
833
897
859
472 1,139
538 1,268
527 1,272
480 1,057
442 990
347 706
273 543
232 474
241 545
300 673
331 134
34r 18'7
348 821
346 885
375 93s
384 944
398 984
417 1,066
450 1,140
439 1,099
844
1,044
t,215 695d
1,260 749d
t,t73 720d
1,099 642d
989 588d
689 450d
518 339d
482 306d
579 346d
ltt 432d
763 473d
756 4g2d
800 510d
845 53 ld
894 566d
925 582d
918 608d
1,057 654d
t,t62 71Od
1,1 1 1 690d
842
854
299
)IL
r,056 1,121 6ggd
7\gd1.107 t.747 r.060 1.143
February lst estimates reponed in the annual UNLNebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Surveys.
Pivot not rnciuded in per acre value.
Weighted average based upon acreage in each land type.
All land average for state may nol conform to USDA series due to different acreage weighting. In addition, the USDA senes includes farm
buildings in its per acre estimates of value.
3B
Appendix Table 5. Historical Per Acre Value Range for Different Types and Grades of Land in Nebraska by
Agricultural Statistics District, 1996-2001. "
v
District antl Type of Lanrl Low Grade I High Grade
t996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 | 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Dollars Per Acre
Northrvest:
Dry Crop (No in. pot.)r
Dry Crop (ln. pot.)
Grazing (Tillable)
Crazing (Nontillable)
Hayland
Gravity Irrigated
Center Pivot Irrigatedb
North:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry Crop (lrr. pot.)
Grazing (Tillable)
Grazing (Nontillable)
Hayland
Gravity Irrigated
(lenter Pivot Inigatedb
Northeast:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
I)ry ('rop (ln. pot )
()razirrg ('l illablc)
(irazing (Nontillatrle)
Ilaylarrd
Cravity Irrigatc(l
('enter Pivot Irrigatctlb
Central:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry Crop (ln. pot.)
Grazing ('l illablc)
() r az-i n g (N ont i I labl e)
[{ayland
Gravity Irrigated
Ccnter Pivot Irrigatedb
285 300
365 315
I l0 120
85 r00
205 220
610 655
605 635
275 235 220 225
380 360 335 335
120 130 140 140
100 95 105 105
250 230 235 255(r50 600 600 585
s70 530 530 565
280 310
390 38s
245 250
l 80 t70
300 310
875 815
76s 690
250 275 2'15 270
375 400 415 360
200 2t0 215 230
130 l3s 140 160
245 250 280 240
850 890 900 900
150 790 800 7s0
4to
695
19.5
2tt0
l6.s
I,445
I,225
590
760
420
305
335
1,070
990
I85
605
330
250
320
I,245
895
625
165
425
315
360
1,080
1,0s5
430
605
365
260
720
1,310
1,010
710
935
480
3(r5
450
1,190
1,240
725
960
505
345
425
t,240
t,270
500
700
410
290
375
I,325
t,200
140
1,000
475
360
445
1,365
|,265
505
710
4t5
l(x)
345
I ,190
I,01r5
805
I,055
530
365
465
1,3 l0
1,295
495
'740
425
3r5
360
t,215
I,100
415
515
145
120
305
985
810
405
550
310
2t5
420
1,250
1,050
985
l,l l5
590
44s
490
1,520
I,470
670
1,070
530
l4s
4lto
1,910
1,610
455
525
160
130
340
1,040
865
450
600
345
225
500
1,350
I ,105
1,090
1,175
635
455
550
I,630
1,57 5
105
I ,170
570
.}J0
5.10
2,O70
t,780
450
555
170
t45
355
I,09.s
9l-5
415
685
360
245
495
1,430
I,200
1,275
1,350
680
500
630
t,835
1,84s
73s
1,2 I0
5 tt5
410
565
2,200
r,880
405
500
205
t50
380
r,090
830
465
-s75
365
250
455
I,335
t,150
1,200
1,385
710
515
640
1,710
1,780
765
I,170
.stt5
4(X)
545
2,O45
r,n40
385
490
2t0
160
360
1,130
890
365
480
200
160
370
t,020
890
490 495
600 600
34s 325
28s 290
485 470
t,325 | ,265
1,175 1,160
I,175 I,230
1,415 1,545
705 170
530 590
655 (r9.5|,945 1,865
1,850 t,925
195 815
I ,l 95 I ,215
_590 66.5
425 460
5.10 .550
t,920 2,035
I ,785 I ,91 0
(,
\o
Scc lootnotcs at cnil oftablc
r
Appendix Table 5. Historical Per Acre Value Range for Different Types and Grades of Land in Nebraska by
ricultural Statistics District, 1996'2001. ^
- Dollars Per Acre
East:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry Crop (lrr. pot.)
Grazing (Tillable)
Grazing (Nontillable)
llayland
Gravity Irrigated
('enter Pivot Irigatedb
Southwest:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry Crop (lr. pot.)
Grazirrg (Tillable)
Grazi:ng (Nontillable)
I{ayland
Gravity Irrigated
('cnter Pivot Irrigatedb
South:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry Crop (lrr. pot.)
Grazing ('fillable)
Crazing (Nontillable)
I layland
Gravity Irrigated
Center Pivot Irrigatedb
Southeast:
Dry Crop (No irr. pot.)
Dry C'rop (ln pot.)
Grazing (Tillable)
Crazing (Nontillable)
t laylancl
Gravity Irrigated
('enter Pivctt lrrigatedb
89s
1,140
465
330
445
1,470
1,415
950
1,150
490
370
460
1,610
1,570
1,050
I,340
555
380
495
I,790
I,750
1,060
1,350
480
395
535
t,140
1,720
1,070
1,3(r5
510
425
530
1,745
I,755
350
445
225
r65
125
1,005
It5 5
4tt5
755
340
235
255
1,260
I ,160
(t70
790
440
340
400
I,345
I,285
1,475
t,720
720
520
640
2,1 80
2,t t5
505
595
235
190
4t5
1,215
1,090
715
t, t95
490
140
450
2,035
t,76s
1,060
1,3 l5
540
425
455
l,890
I,880
1,570
1,810
800
555
700
2,420
2,370
540
645
240
20s
425
1,295
I ,195
82s
t,2u5
505
310
4(r0
2,145
1,925
1,140
t,375
575
455
500
2,045
2,050
1,700
2,010
865
630
7s0
2,605
2,s95
545
650
280
2t5
465
1,365
1,260
870
t,3t5
555
385
s00
2,225
2,035
1,315
l,540
725
5"10
s80
2,150
2,1 85
t,727
2,055
780
605
800
2,510
2,585
495
610
285
2t5
455
1,280
1,135
885
1,160
555
390
445
2,t40
1,965
I,255
I,345
670
565
580
r,980
1,950
1,095
1,395
590
420
565
l,760
1,815
1,735 t,69s
2,035 2,015
850 895
625 700
760 875
2,525 2,560
2,640 2,600
490 520
610 635
3 15 350
230 235
505 515
1,415 l,4ls
1,330 r,285
865 865
I ,215 l ,345
535 655
375 450
435 515
2,020 2,00s
1,910 1,930
I ,200 I ,l 50
I,245 1,350
685 690
600 535
570 58s
2,060 2,085
I,940 2,090
F,o
340 355
430 450
200 215
150 155
290 315
870 900
780 800
320 325
400 400
170 175
120 r35
240 250
765 795(r95 '130
440
'725
300
230
295
1,180
980
510
805
345
28s
300
1,210
I.175
480
805
325
245
300
t,295
1,090
6r0
915
400
320
330
I,295
1,300
520
905
340
250
325
I,185
1,340
700
1,035
465
115
180
I,140
1,485
500
790
350
235
260
1,335
t,270
725
810
4s5
330
38s
1,35-5
I,22u
350
465
230
165
330
98s
820
-505
145
39s
270
ll0
I,265
I,200
680
835
445
340
425
1,345
1,395
' Source: (lNI- Nebraska Farnt Real Estate Market Developntents Surucysl' I)ivot nol irrclLrded in per acre valtte.
District and Type of Land High Grade
1997 t998 1999
t
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001.,
Dryland Cropland
1981
1982
r983
1984
1985
1986
1987
r988
1989
1990
1991
1992
r993
1994
199s
1996
1997
1998
1999
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
24
b
21
2t
22
22
2t
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
28
33
36
35
38
39
38
- - Dollars Per Acre
60 43 68 35 38 s5
67 38 7t 34 38 60
63 43 66 25 41 s]
63 41 72 29 44 57
55 38 65 26 40 50
52 29 58 25 35 45
55 29 58 23 35 45
58 35 62 25 38 48
65 42 70 26 43 s2
54
58
51
60
62
61
62
65
70
67
66
64
47
4t
43
47
45
46
47
49
5l
49
49
51
31
2'/
28
28
32
29
31
32
32
30
29
29
72
73
73
74
'79
79
81
85
88
85
86
87
2000
2001
65
64
60
.65
66
69
69
74
79
79
44
45
47
46
44
48
49
53
53
51
53
53
4l
79
78
38
37
20
20
Type of
Land and
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwesl North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
See footnotes at end oftable.
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001.,
Northwest North Northeast Central Southwest Southeast
Gravity Irrigated Cropland
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
r986
1987
1988
1989
1990
t99t
1992
1993
1994
r995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
113
ll9
109
118
121
120
124
129
r29
123
113
118
119
124
131
t27
t2'7
136
136
133
133
133
111
115
110
115
103
93
9l
95
106
106
112
118
124
t24
123
126
r32
IJJ
130
104
103
109
tl4
r22
116
118
125
128
1i9
b
96
95
95
90
73
67
70
87
88
95
101
93
100
98
99
105
105
102
98
98
b
100
93
110
91
78
b
b
b
74
84
83
77
83
80
78
80
91
85
82
84
tt4 114
119 116
110 111
115 113
105 99
90 97
88 96
94 103
111 115
t07
b
b
100
89
80
83
94
102
t20
126
123
t28
99
99
98
t01
110
108
108
t14
116
11i
118
r22
128
r27
91
91
92
89
80
77
76
76
88
96
101
99
94
r07
101
104
108
103
98
100
106
115
115
112
113
98
88
85
93
97
Agricultural Statistics District
I
See footnotes at end oftable. 42
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001.,
Center Pivot Irrigated Cropland
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
r990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
b
98
90
98
b
b
b
b
b
85
79
79
85
86
80
90
95
90
93
94
11
82
86
81
69
60
62
6'1
88
105
106
106
108
105
t01
115
118
tl7
t24
125
122
r25
130
99
109
102
108
116
111
119
130
132
124
124
t29
118
r20
114
118
104
99
97
r00
110
114
t20
120
t24
130
128
130
142
143
143
144
t44
9l
93
83
80
81
69
66
73
81
9i
94
92
93
98
101
105
110
111
110
111
113
t26
t27
tt7
120
111
91
82
89
101
104
115
119
124
L26
127
128
138
138
136
135
132
ri9
119
116
114
96
86
86
93
100
i08
110
113
114
r22
122
t24
132
t32
12'7
129
134
102
108
100
101
90
75
7'7
82
98
t17
116
101
99
93
86
83
91
99
97
98
96
83
104
100
r07
115
115
109
Type of
Land and
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
See foolnotes at end oftable. 43
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural statistics District, 1981-
2001."
Dryland Alfalfa
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
1981
1982
1983
r984
1985
1986
1987
1988
r989
1990
1991
t992
1993
1994
r995
1996
1997
1998
r999
2000
2001
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
38
36
27
b
b
b
b
b
b
53
57
56
50
50
41
4t
52
59
62
62
56
65
65
68
68
72
79
80
47
47
43
46
44
32
32
36
4t
49
57
46
47
46
50
52
56
58
54
56
64
64
63
59
52
53
58
64
67
7l
58
66
10
73
78
82
86
82
45
43
43
44
42
44
41
42
s6
b
b
50
50
51
54
51
54
59
b
31
31
32
36
28
25
b
b
b
45
47
50
45
40
40
37
39
48
48
49
48
54
52
57
54
60
64
64
30
28
b
3l
3'7
b
b
b
b
b
h
b
b
b
b
b
82
79
56
53
80
79
b
b
b
b
Agricultural Statistics District
Northeastl Central I East lSouthwestlsouthl Southeast
I
See footnotes at end oftable 44
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 198f -
2001."
Irrigated Alfalfa
r981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
r988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1.996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
88
75
78
80
74
68
6t
72
89
92
87
89
83
80
58
62
66
88
96
100
105
96
87
69
70
78
92
b90
56 90
70 84
68 84
b69
b68
b68
b68
b 100
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
ll1
98
94
100
95
103
109
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
95
98
81
96
93
r02
106
106
112
108
107
r07
96
98
88
96
99
99
108
113
118
t12
105
118
93
102
82
92
101
101
108
119
124
115
tt4
118
90
78
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
Type of
Land and
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
llii
See footnotes at end oftable. 45
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001..
Other Hayland
1981
r982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
r995
1996
1997
1998
1999
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
21
18
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
37 39
30b
4tb
32 44
38 38
26 29
28 32
26 3r
30 44
34
34
3l
36
28
26
24
3t
34
38
33
30
29
29
34
36
38
40
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
27
35
33
3l
31
32
35
b
b
b
34
b
b
?o
b
b
b
b
b
b
1b
2l
22
b
b
b
b
b
b
39
37
30
34
37
40
40
43
43
38
M
43
34
38
39
44
40
44
50
48
34
35
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
b
37
'31
38
38
4t
42
42
48
48
b
b
2000
2001
b
b
43
47
35
37
48
50
b
b
See footnotes at end oftable. 46
Agricultural Statistics District
Northwest I North I Northeast I Centrd I East I Southwest I Soutt I Southeast
ruiiliiliiitiilr*i,,**uliirluii,i,iu',,,,r,liririi,ilil
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001."
Type of
Land and
Year
Agricultural Statistics District
Northrryest North Northeast Central East Southwest South Southeast
Pastureland (Per-Acre)
1981 6
t982 5
1983 6
1984 6
198s 5
1986 s
1987 4
1988 4
1989 5
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
5
6
7
6
9
7
7
8
8
1
7
7
2000
2001
8
9
9
8
6
b
1
5
1
9
10
t2
10
ll
l1
1l
t2
t2
t2
13
12
JJ
31
26
25
20
t6
18
20
25
26
25
24
30
31
30
30
31
3l
32
5Z
l6
15
16
16
13
10
10
12
15
l1
20
18
21
21
2t
20
21
22
2t
22
23
28
22
2t
23
23
22
20
2t
23
25
27
25
27
28
27
28
29
30
29
29
30
10
9
9
9
7
6
5
6
1
9
10
t2
10
11
t2
t2
t2
t2
l1
lt
il
14
16
l4
16
l4
10
l1
12
15
15
t7
18
l9
20
l9
19
20
21
20
26
24
24
23
20
16
15
18
19
20
22
21
21
23
24
1ALA
25
25
23
21
22
20
20
See footnotes at end oftable. 47
Appendix Table 6. Historical Average Cash Rental Rates of Nebraska Farmland for
Different Types of Land by Agricultural Statistics District, 1981-
2001.,
Northwest North Northeast Central Southwest Southeast
- Dollars Per AUM
Pasture (Per Animal Unit/Mo.)c
198r
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
r989
1990
t99L
t992
1993
1994
r995
1996
1997
1998
1999
13.00
r3.00
13.40
13.20
12.20
10.70
9.55
9.50
I 1.35
12.90
14.85
14.60
16.40
17.20
t6.75
t6.40
17.00
18.10
t6.70
13.30
12.50
16.60
15.90
12.10
10.50
10.35
11.00
14.50
16.75
20.00
21.00
21.30
23.25
23.40
23.00
23.50
23.70
23.00
12.85
15.25
16.50
15.30
12.90
1 1.00
10.10
10.90
14.00
15.5 s
18.00
18.80
18.50
19.70
19.90
18.35
20.50
2i.00
21.60
15.80
15.95
16.65
16.55
13.00
10.60
10.55
I 1.30
14.50
i7.80
20.30
19.9s
22.35
23.00
23.00
21.80
22.25
23.40
23.25
12.65
13.85
14.50
14.10
12.80
10.1 0
10.20
13.00
13.25
15.70
19.50
17.40
19.85
21.55
20.50
21.00
22.30
23.60
2t.90
14.40
16.00
15.45
15.25
13.60
10.40
10.25
t2.70
12.80
l't.40
18.25
t7.65
20.75
23.00
22.30
20.35
21.20
23.40
23.25
13.7 5
15.00
15.21
14.15
12.80
10.70
10.50
t2.65
14.20
15.00
17.50
19.00
20.40
23.00
22.20
2t.t5
21.20
22.20
22.00
12.90
14.95
15.8 i
15.60
r 3.60
1 1.30
10.50
13.50
13.70
15.35
18.00
18.00
19.85
2t.60
20.30
20.05
20.75
21.70
20.40
2t.35
22.75
2000 r 8.2s 23.1s 23.80 23.80 22.s0
2001 1 9.65 25. 10 23.40 24.45 24.00
24.50 22.00
2s.00 22.20
Reporter's annual estimates of cash rental rates in the annual UNL Nebraska Farm Real Estate Market Developments Survey Senes,
Insuffi cient number of reports.
Animal unit month (AUM) refers to sufficient forage capacity to sustain an animal unit for one month during the normal range
season. Animal unit is defined by the Society of Range Management as: a mature cow approximately I ,000 pounds, either dry
or with calf up to six months of age, or the equivalent based on a standardized amount of forage consumed.
Agricultural Statistics District
48
Appendix Table 7. Land in Farms and Irrigated Acreage Data by County and
Agricultural Statistics District, 2000.
Irrigated Cropland
County and
District Center Pivotb Other" Total"
Dryland Grassland' Otherd Total Land
in Farms"Cropland'
Banner
Box Butte
Cheyenne
Dawes
Deuel
Garden
Kimball
Morrill
Scotts Bluff
Sheridan
Sioux
NORTHWEST
100 26,000
2,250 136,600
2,500 54,400
6,200 11,350
9,350 20,700
6,550 35,850
5,850 33,350
45,950 114,800
159,000 173,400
25,900 61,450
22,000 40,650
285,650 708,550
288,418
103,868
270,'/ r7
686,530
79,861
9 i 8,087
2'70,128
649,038
??? 50R
t,201,255
981,621
5,685,031
449,828
434,580
188,417
623,138
3,1'71,688
212,780
465,334
1,072,138
367,718
445,826
281,012
310,975
422,421
544,966
363,387
210,690
10,224,958
7,259 446,482
251,895 696,502
35,268 779,431
5,301 82r,756
257 281,509
22,130 1,071 ,166
6,902 56s,199
20,586 860,864
12,820 442,909
42,498 1,486,934
43,555 1,114,619
448,471 8,573,917
Arthur
Blaine
Boyd
Brown
Cherry
Garfreld
Grant
Holt
Hooker
Keya Paha
Logan
Loup
McPherson
Rock
Thomas
Wheeler
NORTH
500 1 1,500
200 9,700
100 5,600
500 54,200
1,500 31,500
2,950 16,500
100 2,200
1,600 233,600
50 3,350
300 16,100
300 18,000
6,850 13,750
300 11,900
700 47,800
250 3,050
700 58,700
16,900 537,450
3,985 465,313
6,158 452,025
5,643 296,581
23,616 700,954
48,595 3,881,831
8,750 307,960
9,347 476,881
68,234 r,464,097
422 311,490
1,935 499,114
2,262 322,965
4,826 339,195
4,54'7 443,334
15,392 63i,119
2,084 368,521
8,216 292,'t80
214.012 11,314,760
25,900
134,350
51,900
5,150
I 1,350
29,300
27,500
68,850
14,400
15 550
18,650
422,900
1 1,000
9,500
5,500
53,700
30,000
13,550
2,100
232,000
3,300
15,800
17,700
6,900
I 1,600
47,100
2,800
58,000
520,550
124,806
204,139
419,046
1 i 8,575
190,691
i01,698
254,819
16,440
33,1 8 1
775,737
42,193
1,731,919
0
1,5 87
96,922
0
30,048
9,930
0
90,125
0
35,853
21,631
9,644
4,466
22,961
0
15,174
338,340
See footnotes at end oftable 49
Appendix Table 7. Land in Farms and lrrigated Acreage Data by County and
Agricultural Statistics District, 2000.
County and
District Center Pivotb Total'
Dryland Grassland' Otherd Total Land
Cropland" in Farms'
Antelope
Boone
Burt
Cedar
Cuming
Dakota
Dixon
Knox
Madison
Pierce
Stanton
Thurston
Wayne
NORTHEAST
Buffalo
Custer
Dawson
Greeley
Ha11
Howard
Sherman
Valley
CENTRAL
Butler
Cass
Colfax
Dodge
Douglas
Hamilton
Lancaster
Merrick
Nance
Platte
Polk
Su.py
Saunders
Seward
Washington
York
EAST
214,000
124,900
31,300
48,800
39,000
2,100
10,200
45,000
89,000
110,900
23,800
8,800
27,700
775,500
114,500
133,000
46,900
56,000
47,100
42,200
49,600
45,700
535,000
71,400
2,000
30,400
45,400
3,900
105,900
12,400
60,800
30,800
129,000
50,700
2,800
53,600
76,700
4,400
103,700
783,900
1 38,125
138,451
201,157
260,842
267,733
102,461
193,60s
238,084
184,056
147,323
162,998
154,254
203,668
2,392,759
96,587
191,156
40,942
54,047
2'7,089
5q sqo
51,492
53,2',78
. 
580,175
184,048
259,648
146,232
1 80,832
64,809
44,081
312,312
30,875
83,1 88
175,345
7 5,7 54
78,470
302,431
161,069
170,988
77 ,971
2,348,052
492,076
447,951
292,450
445,430
359,603
142,068
242,611
595,531
329,419
308,822
226,389
188,969
)\'7 )n'7
4,328,532
1,100 215,100
20,150 145,050
23,100 54,400
25,700 74,500
100 39,100
1r,7s0 13,850
9,600 19,900
400 45,400
600 89,600
5,900 116,800
300 24,100
200 9,000
2,100 29,800
101,000 876,500
90,950 205,450
7i,500 204,500
222,300 269,200
17,550 13,550
153,900 201,000
58,550 100,750
21,000 70,600
38,800 84,500
674,550 1,209,550
29,250 100,650
250 2,250
26,850 57,250
42,400 87,800
7,050 10,950
14i,950 247,850
2,650 15,050
109,900 170,700
29,200 60,000
28,950 t57,950
89,900 140,600
2,400 5,200
2,850 56,450
32,450 109,150
6,600 11,000
126,500 230,200
679,150 1,463,050
124,843 14,008
157,424 7,026
32,4t5 4,478
105,155 4,933
40,393 12,376
20,038 5,7 t9
19,136 9,470
27 6,854 35,199
49,939 s,824
40,199 4,500
26,788 12,503
18,985 6,730
20,892 2,847
933,661 125,6t3
308,960
1,145,710
315,582
i 59,605
102,809
t64,117
189,437
t91,396
2,577,617
61,419
30,966
25,716
28,288
28,650
46,787
80,865
63,328
94,870
79,690
39,945
11,163
65,502
44,141
21,681
40,813
763,829
10,230 621,227
10,800 1,552,t66
24,123 649,841
3,818 291,014
1 1,369 342,261
( 5?7 ?)O OR4
6,358 323,881
3,416 332,590
75,641 4,442,982
1 A)) ?51 S1q
7,722 300,586
1,205 230,403
26,160 323,080
8,356 112,765
4,904 343,622
12,863 421,089
8,989 273,892
6,234 244,292
7,044 420,028
2,242 258,541
6,849 101,682
lt,482 435,865
6,2s8 320,6 i 8
15,490 219,165
3,917 352,961
137,197 4,712,128
See footnotes at end oftable. 50
Appendix Table 7. Land in Farms and Irrigated Acreage Data by county and
Agricultural Statistics District, 2000.
County and
District Center Pivotb Total"
Dryland Grassland' Otherd Total Land
Croplandu in Farms'
Chase
Dundy
Frontier
Hayes
Hitchcock
Keith
Lincoln
Perkins
Red Willow
SOUTHWEST
173,800
118,200
22,100
39,600
12,100
65,000
157,200
r28,000
22,000
738,000
108,402
96,358
168,374
139,107
181,313
126,000
119,905
305,953
l'75,402
L,421,414
259,680
371,697
298,433
244,718
183,089
375,857
1,063,695
112,418
t99,284
3,108,872
556,6',74
590,935
531,174
426,333
406,221
606,991
1,420,421
552,882
436,360
5,527,897
t3,700 187,500
6s0 1 18,850
41,250 63,350
1,550 41,150
22,500 34,600
24,300 89,300
46,750 203,950
600 128,600
34,650 56,650
185,950 923,950
1,092
4,030
1,017
758
7 ))5
15,i34
32,87 |
5,91 i
; o)/.
13,661
Adams
Franklin
Furnas
Gosper
Harlan
Kearney
Phelps
Webster
SOUTH
Clay
Fillmore
Gage
Jefferson
Johnson
Nemaha
Nuckolls
Otoe
Pawnee
Richardson
Saline
Thayer
SOUTHEAST
82,100 95,000 177,r00 91,973
42,500 51,050 93,550 75,956
21,500 33,050 54,550 191,378
21,100 60,000 81,100 60,608
39,200 40,700 79,900 106,420
78,500 41,400 119,900 64,265
82,600 156,100 238,700 29,394
31,000 21,200 52,200 118,381
398,500 498,500 897,000 738375
81,500 108,150 189,650 79,146
123,200 63,300 186,500 123,314
34,100 12,200 46,300 339,491
33,900 24,500 58,400 166,'712
8,100 4,850 12,950 130,854
2,600 100 2,700 184,458
21,300 33,600 54,900 163,275
3,300 500 3,800 276,869
450 50 500 139,216
1,900 150 1,950 233,015
42,t00 47,500 89,600 187,426
80.800 37,850 118,650 141,224
433,150 332,750 765,900 2,165,060
12,186
r'74,504
19t,173
91,468
133,599
132,016
L07,169
I)1,)Z I
1.036,496
91,421
42,667
122,165
83,921
51,606
48,087
108,449
65,127
86,954
66,822
38,323
105,260
910,802
3.063
6,848
13.207
967
s,526
1 i10
3,55 i
8,877
45.568
4,369
4,413
11,024
6,033
1,447
3,964
821
8,634
2,896
16,830
2,169
3,344
65,943
344,322
350,857
450,308
234,143
325,445
319,771
378,814
?l ? 770
2,717,439
364,586
356,894
518,981
315,125
196,857
??o ?oa
327,445
354,430
229,566
318,617
317,51'7
368,418
3,907,705
NEBF.ASId.A 4,601,500 2,774,450 7,381,950 11,716,092 25,241,266 1,186,106 45,525,414
" Summation of land in this category on the 1999-2000 property tax values plus estimated publically-owned agricultural land (in
this category) by county.
b County estimates of center pivot acreage derived from UNL Conservation and Survey Division's satellite imaging of the state for
1997.
' The acreage residual after subtracting the center pivot estimates from the total irrigated acreage for each ofthe respective counties.d The acreage residual after subtracting the total acreage in inigated cropland, dryland cropland, and grassland from the total land
in farm acreage for each ofthe respective counties.
' Source: USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 1999 Census of Agriculture - Nebraska State and County Data.
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